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ABSTRACT 
Rura l Utah Manufacturing Firms: 
Monetary Impacts on 
Local and Stat e Economies 
by 
Kimball Ray Humphrey , Master of Science 
Utah State University, 1975 
Major Profes sor: Dr. Rondo A. Chris t ensen 
Department: Economics 
The purpose of thi s paper is to provide interest ed rural Utah 
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parties with a description of the financial s tructure and impacts of 
ru ra l Utah manufacturing firms on t he l ocal and s tate economies . 
Direct inte rviews with plant managers were used to gather the necessary 
data. 
Rura l Utah manufac turing fi rms were grouped into nine different 
categories according to the type of produc t produced . Mean financial 
statements of each group were presented, with a breakdown of where each 
type of expenditure was made, whether locally , in-state, or out of sta te. 
Regression analysis was used to generate predictive eq uations for 
the propensity to consume local ly and in state, and for the propensity 
to sell out of the local area a nd ou t of sta te . 
Discussions of the location and make up of rural Utah manufacturing 
were also included a long with a discussion of the factors influencing 
manufacturing fi rms to locate i n rural Utah. 
(107 pages) 
INTRODUCTION 
The re e xists throughout muc h of th e country, de velopment 
committees, boards, and commissions on both the s t ate and local 
levels . The primary purpose of these groups is t o improve income 
and employment within their a reas of concern . New manufacturing 
is often thought of as the basic foundation of increased de ve lop-
ment in a rural area. Attracting new manufacturing fi rms into 
an area is one of the main goals and activities of the above 
mentioned groups. 
Several state-wide studies have been made in Utah of th e 
impact of different types of economi c activity on th e s t ate ' s 
eco nomy. [1, 2] With regard to manufacturing , the r es ult s a r e 
based mainly on activity in the four urb an counties of Salt 
Lake, Weber, Davis and Utah. Sta tistics for 1967 indic at<> that 26 
percent of the state's manufacturing workforce was employed 
there. In 1973 these four counties contained 1,211 of Utah's 
1,603 manufacturing firms. For rural Utah groups to apply the 
results of these studies to their local economic situations 
could, at best, be called risky. Not only is it difficult 
for rural groups to draw meaningf ul inferences from the inter-
relationships that exist between the vari ous segments of the 
state's economy as a whole, but in many cases some segments of 
the state 's economy don't even exist within rural areas. 
This study is an attempt to, in part, fill the informational 
void that exists in explaining and predicting some of the economic 
impacts that different types of manufacturing firms will have on 
rural Utah economies. Only primary monetary impacts will b e 
considered in this study. 
OBJECTIVES 
The objectives of this s tudy were: 
1. To statistically describe manufacturing firms in rural 
Utah by type, number, financial impact, longevity, and factors 
of location. 
2. To develop predictive equations fo r estimating the 
propensities of different types of manufacturing firms located in 
rural Utah, to consume and to sell locally, instate and out of 
state. 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction ~rom _ ~ h e Lit e rature 
How is the monetary impact of a firm measured? If a new 
firm were to enter the local economy, if an established firm 
were to expand, or if a firm left the area, what would the impact 
be? 
A dollar spent by one economic unit (manufacturing) 
constitutes receipts to other units that will in turn 
spend a portion of their revenue, creating re ceip ts, 
although smaller, for yet another group of units. The 
extent of change in the revenue strem generated by an 
i nitial change in expenditure pursued through a large 
number of rounds of spending and re-spending can be 
determined by means of a "multiplier". [1 , p. 6] 
The multiplier measures the impact of a dollar spent but 
where does that dollar come from? Certainly, where the dollar 
c omes from will have some impact on the local economy. 
The argument advanced for this approach is that a 
region, like a household or a business firm, must earn 
its livelihood by producing something that others will 
pay for. Activities that simply serve the regional 
market a r e there as a r esult of whatever level of income 
and demand that region may have achieved: They are 
passive participants of growth but not prime movers. 
A household, a neighborhood, a firm or a region cannot 
get richer by simply "taking in its own washing." but must 
se ll something to others in order to get more income. 
Consequently exports (sales outside of the area) provide 
the economic base of a region' s growth. [7, p.222] 
Although the preceeding paragraph might not indicate it , the 
so called "taking in its own washing" is also very important to 
the local economy. Even though Firm A sells 100 pe rcent of its 
production outside of the economy, if 95 percent of the receipts 
from sales leave the area through the firm ' R expenditures n.utside 
of the economy, then Firm A r ea lly has minimal local impact. Jt 
follows that if a region can develop local production (Firm B) 
to meet a demand pr eviously satisfied by imports from ou t s id e of 
the area, this substitution of local expenditures fo r outside 
ex pe nd itures will have the same , if not a greater impact upon 
the regional economy as an eq uivalent increase in exports. [7] 
When speaking of a manufacturing firm; 1) Local sales show 
how much production is being consumed loca lly, that may otherwise 
be cons umed outside of the area; 2) Non local sales show the extent 
of new capital entering the area; 3) Local spending shows what part 
of sales is being circulated through the local economy; and 4) Out -
side spending measures that portion of sales which is leaking from 
the economy through the firm in question. It is the purpose of this 
study to measure the above four variables, along with others tvhich 
will be of interest to both local, s tat e , and manufacturing group~. 
Past Stud i es on Rural Utah Manufacturing Impacts 
Past s tudies on the impact s of rural Utah manufacturing firms 
are of four basic types: 
1) The impact of one firm on one small area. 
2) A county input- output study. 
3) The primar y impacts of several types of firms on the 
state-wide input-output stud y. 
4) A state-wide input-output study . 
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The fir s t t ype o[ r e port i s r epresented by a 1958 s t udy of 
t l1c Thermoi.d Ruhb e r Compnny (pr escn ll y N.ILP . , Inc .) in Nc·phi, 
Uta h. It was a study concerning lh e i mpacts on migration, farm size, 
and income as well as other socio-economic impacts that the plant 
had on the local area. The study dealt exclusively with Juab and 
Sanpete counties. [3] A similar stud y was made in Box Elder county 
involving Thiokol Chemi cal Corporation , a l a rge defense contra c t o r. 
[8 ] This study computed employment multipliers for both the i n itial 
a nd indirect impacts that the firm had in both its expansion and 
contraction s tages. 
A Cache county input-output analysis was completed in 1970. 
[1 2 ] The s tudy was updated i n 197 3 . flO] These s tudi es s howed 
ma nufac turing as part of the r es t o f the economy of th e coun ty . 
A 1960 University of Ut ah, Burea u of Economic and Business 
Review reporr showed the impac t of the different f irms on t he 
s t ate economy, in terms of the pe r centage of sale s of the firms 
which stayed in the state for at l eas t one expenditure cyc l e . [ 2 1 
This a nd other s t ate-wide studies s uch as the 1970 input - ou tput 
s tudy by the Bur eau of Economi c and Business Research are much too 
inc lusive for use in rural Utah since , as was shown in the intro-
duction, urban Utah manufacturing completely overshadows rural Utah 
manufacturing in these studies. 
This study shows the imp ac t s of these manufac turing firms 
not on an isola ted area , nor on a state-wide basis ~ but on the 
scope o f a state- wide rural Utah ba s is, as it might fit into a 
ru ral Utah input-output study . 
This stud y used componer1ts of some of tlte stt1dies and repor t s 
mc ntJ c1ne d pre vious ly. 'l'hc manu factur in g fir m g roupin gs a re mu c h 
the same as those used in the state-wide inpu t-ou t put study . the 
method of reporting is an expansion of the 1960 state- side study , 
and the s urvey form used was pa tt erned after a 197 3 Louisiana 
State University study. [1, 2, 5) 
METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE 
Study Area and Sample Size 
Information concerning number, name, type, location, and 
number of employees of all manufacturing firms located in Utah was 
gathe r ed for the years 1959, 1964, 1968, 1972, and 1973. This 
information was taken mostly fr om "The Directory of Utah Manufac-
turers" published on a semi- annual basis by the Utah Department of 
Employment Security. [11] It was found that informational gaps 
existed , in that some firms listed in the directory were not manu-
facturing firms, but only wholesale and retail outlets for manufac-
turers and processors. These types of firms were dropped from the 
survey . Other firms not listed in the directory were added as they 
were located. Location of unlisted firms and verification of exis-
ting firms was done with the help of county assessors, by phone 
calls, and by visits to the firms. 
This information was cross tabulated, and listings were made 
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of all Utah manufacturing firms by firm name (in alphabet ical order), 
by county, and by two digit Standard Industrial Code Classification 
(SIC), fo r all years covered by the survey. From these listings 
tables showing in-out migration of firms by SIC group and county 
were constructed. (See Appendix C) 
Rural Utah was defined as all counties in the state excepting 
Davis, Salt Lake, Utah and Weber coun ti es . This definition was 
applied throughout the study . Having defined rural Utah, and esta-
blished the location of all manufacturing firms located in rural 
li Utah, the next step was to select a method of obtaining the infor-
mation needed for the study. 
The major thrust of the proj ec t was toward the gathering of 
primary impact data r elating to manufacturing firms. With this 
thought in mind a questionnaire was drawn up to be administered to 
the firms (see Appendix A). Host of the questionnaire dealt with 
the financial statement information of the firm, and the percentage 
of the different types of expenditures which were made locally, in 
the state, and out of the state. The local area , and local economy 
are usually defined in this study, as the county in which the firm 
is located, but included portion s of s urrounding countie s or states , 
when the latter were an integral part of the local trading area. For 
example, the local area for firms located in Roosevelt, Duchesne 
County, was defined to include the western section of Uintah County 
as well. Questions regarding factors of location, the structure 
of the firm, and the scope of the firm ' s activities, were also asked 
in the survey. 
There were 392 firms located in rural Utah in 1973. Of these 
firms, 197 were selected for the survey. Usable questionnaires were 
obtained from 88 of the firms surveyed . Manufacturing firms were 
grouped from two digit SIC classification into nine groups. (Table 1) 
'l'ai>le 1. Group in g o[ two digit Standard lndustri ;Jl Code manu-
facturing types into the nine f irm groups used in the 
st ud y , rural Utah, 1973. 
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Group name 
Sub groups included 
by 2 digit Stand~yd 
Industrial Code -
Number of rural 
Utah firms 
Food products 
Textile products 
Wood products 
Rock , sand , & 
gr avel products 
Printing & publishing 
Transportation equipment 
Machinery 
Chemicals & Petroleum 
Other manufacturing 
Total 
in each group 
20 115 
22' 23 36 
24, 25 68 
32 54 
27 41 
19, 37 21 
35, 36 15 
28, 29, 30 20 
31, 33, 34 , 38, 39 22 
392 
~/See Appendix B for Standard Industrial Code group explanation 
Throughout the remainder of the study manufacturing groups will 
refer to the nine groups shown in Table 1 . 
The administration of the questionnaire was made in a person 
to person, firm by firm manner, due to the confidential manner of 
the information sought . Interviews were conducted with the plant 
manager, plant accountant, and personnel director of the firms 
visited . In the case that none of these officers were available, 
the s urvey was not administered . 
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Firms in 23 of 25 rural Utah counties were s urveyed . No manu-
fac turing firms were loca t e d in Daggett Coun t y , and th e one firm in 
Rich County was not surveyed . Usable questionnaires were obtained from 
88 firms , for a r esponse rate of 44 . 7 percent. Those not re s ponding 
were either out of business by t he time they were reached , not avail-
able at the time of the visi t, or they chose not to answer all or 
part of the questionnaire. Those f irms whic h r esponded were quite 
evenl y spaced over t he range of different types of fi rms availabl e. 
(Table 2) 
Table 2. Questionnaire response among different types of manufac-
turing firms surveyed, rural Utah, 1974. 
Group name 
Food products 
Textile products 
\-load products 
Stone, sand & gravel 
Printing & publishing 
Tranportation & ordinance 
Hachinery 
Chemicals & petroleum 
Others 
Total 
Number 
surveyed 
26 
26 
25 
19 
20 
20 
16 
22 
23 
197 
Number of 
usable responses 
12 
11 
12 
11 
11 
88 
12 
The l a r gest f irms in each category were given special emphasis 
because of t heir importance to the economies of the a rea in which 
they were located . Unfortunately, the management of a few of these 
l a r ger firms were unable to respond, affecting the results, parti-
cula rly in the field of prin t ing and publishing. I t should also be 
noted that Thiokol Chemical Corporation ' s Brigham City branch was 
exc luded from the study . I t was fe lt that its size and impac t was 
very atypical of those other fir ms in the transportation e quipmen t 
group . It was also felt that this was indeed an extreme case, and 
tha t most rural Utah couununities would not be recruiting a firm o f 
such size. 
Working Coefficient s 
From the basic financial s t atement data several working coeffi-
cient s were computed. They are as follows: 
LI Labor intensit y of the firm. 
Rl'!I Raw materials intensity of the firm. 
FMI Semi-finished materials intensity of the firm. 
Pc Propensity to spend locally, includ ing capit al expenditures. 
Ps Propensity to spend i n state , including capital expenditures. 
Po = Propensity to spend out of s tate, including capit a l expendi-
tures. 
SC Propensity to sell locally. 
SS Propensit y to sell in state . 
SO Propensity to sell out of s tate. 
They were computed as follows : 
LI = Total Wages and Salaries 
Tota l Sales 
RMI 
l'MI 
Pc 
Ps 
Po 
sc 
ss 
so 
Raw Mate rials Cost 
Total Sales 
Semi-finished Materials Cost 
Total Sal es 
Local Expendi tures 
Total Expenditures 
In State Expenditures 
Total Expenditures 
Out of State Expenditures 
Total Expenditures 
Local Sales 
Total Sales 
In State Sales --Local Sales 
To tal Sale s 
Out of State Sales 
Total Sales 
Analysis of variance was used to examine the above 9 working 
13 
coeff i cients, and an additional 17 financial variables. Each variable 
was examined by manufacturing and county groups. County groups used 
in this stud y are listed in Table 3 . 
Tab l e 3 . Rura l Utah count y groups used in the s tudy and numbe r of 
questionnair e responses f rom e ach county group, 1974. 
County group 
Bear River 
Uintah Basin 
Southeastern 
Southwestern 
Rural-urban 
Centra l 
Counties 
included 
in group !!_/ 
Box Elder 
Cache 
Rich 
Dagget 
Duchesne 
Uintah 
Car bon 
Emery 
San Juan 
Grand 
Beave r 
Garfield 
Iron 
Kane 
Washington 
Horgan 
Wasa tch 
Summit 
Tooele 
Juab 
Millard 
Piute 
Sanpe te 
Sevier 
\~ayne 
Number of usable 
responses in ~ach 
county group J!./ 
26 
11 
11 
24 
!!_f All groups except rura l -u rban conform to th e Multi-County 
Planning district used extensively in Utah resea r ch litera ture . 
The rural - urban group i s a combination of those rural countie s 
<;hich had been included with urban Utah counties into planning 
districts. 
QIOf 197 firms surveyed, 88 usable r esponses we r e obtained. 
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Frequency distributions wer e used to examine the factors which 
influence different types of manuf;,ct urin g firms to lo ca t e in rural 
Utah communities . 
Regression Analysis 
A forward adding stepwise regr es s ion analysis was used t o 
generate "the best" predictive equations for the f ollowing four 
dependent variables : 
1. Propensity to consume locally 
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2 . Propensity to consume in the state, including the l ocal a rea. 
3 . Propensity to sell outside of the local area. 
4. Propensity to sell out of the s tate . 
New firms benefit local economies by expending money for labor, 
goods, and services. Not all e xpe nd itures are made locally , however . 
Buying ac tivi ties may occur inside or outside the loca l area . Pur-
chases from outside the local economy result in import s . The ini-
tial concern was to determine for l oca l firms the propensity to 
consume locally. Obviously, the higher the propensity to cons ume 
locally, the greate r the l oca l economic ac tivity generated by the 
firm's expenditures. Manufacturing groups with a high propensity 
to cons ume locally cycle a greater proportion of their expenditures 
into the local economy than do groups which have a low propensit y to 
consume locally. The expenditures made in the local economy a r e 
then recycled by the individuals and firms which receive them . This 
cyc ling effect continues round after round, diminishing each time 
by the proportion of expenditures made outside the local economy, 
until the original expenditure is complet ely lost to the outeide 
economy. [5] This study does not attempt to measure the total 
impact that dollars spent locally by manufac tur ers have nn the 
economy. It does measure what percentage of expenditures are 
spent locally by manufacturing firms, and the factors whirh deter-
mine that figure. 
The growth of a local economy i s dependent on the goods and 
services it produces locally for export. Exp0rt s are c.o ns id e red t0 
be the prime mover of the local economy. [4] Sales nu t sidP the 
loca l area represent exports. The pay~ents received constitute 
injections into the local economy income stream from outside of 
16 
the area , providing the loca l economy with additional purchasing 
power. The greater the propensity for manufacturing firms tn ~ e ll 
outside the local area, the greater the contribution they make to 
the growth and development of the local economy. State propensities 
to consume and sell were also c ompured, to allow for the determina-
tion of the firm's impart on the state as a whole. 
In the case of the consumption propensities, eight independent 
variables were used in the regression analysis. They are ~s fol l ews: 
1. Labor intensity of each firm. 
2 . Raw materials intensity of each firm. 
3. Semi - finished materials intensity of each firm. 
4. Sales volume of each firm. 
5 . Population of the county in which the firm is located. 
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6. Type of firm . 
7. Organizational structure of the firm . 
8. Scope of the firm ' s activity . 
The above variables were chosen because each was thought to have a 
significant positive or negative influence on the propensities to 
con sume . Looking at the propensity to consume locally, it was 
theorized that the more labor intensive a firm is, the greater the 
propensity to consume locally, since labor is drawn mainly from the 
local area . In much the same manner raw materials, if drawn f rom 
the local area would contribute to the dollars spent in the local 
economy. Semi- finished materials intensit y and sales were both 
thought to have a negative effect on local consumption. Preliminary 
scanning of the completed questionnaires indicated that most semi-
finished materials were purchased outside of the local area. Larger 
firms, as measured by sales volume , tended to be based outside of the 
area, therefore, more reliant on imported goods and services. Popu-
lation was theorized to have a positive impact, in that the greater 
the population of the area, the more goods and services would be 
available in that a rea, and hence, the firm would buy more locall y . 
Type of firm was used as an independent variable, t o see to 
what degree the different firm groups effected the propensities . 
Dummy variables were used to represent the different firm groups. 
This was necessary since thes e c lass groupings were discrete and not 
continuous variables, as is required in a regression analysis . 
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Organizational makeup was used since a corporation would tend 
to sell more out of the local area than would an individual proprie-
torship or partnership. A firm which was national in scope was 
assumed to sell more out of the area than a local firm. As with 
type of firm, it was necessary to use dummy variables to form contin-
uous variables from the above two discreet variables. 
The sales model used the same eight independent variables as did 
consumption, with the exception of three variables, these being: 
1. Labor intensity of the firm. 
2. Raw materials intensity of the firm . 
3. Semi-finished materials intensity of the firm . 
No intuti tive reason was found which might significantly link these 
three intensity variables to the propensities to sell. 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Brief Description of Manufacturing in Rural Utah 
Tabl es showing the 1959-1973 loca tion of all types of manufac-
turin g firms by the county in whic h they are located are found i n 
Appendix C. Ap pendix C al so contains t a bles showing the in-out 
migration magnitudes of these di ffe rent types of firms by coun ty. 
A brief summa ry of this Appendix , ,3s it app lies t o rural Utah , 
follows . 
Rural Utah as defined in t his st udy in c lud es all countieo from 
Cache County with a population of 45 ,000 and 65 manufacturing firms 
to Daggett County with a population of 700 and no manufact uring 
fi rms (Table 4). 
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~1ost rural Utah c ounties have shown an increase in manufacturing 
activity as measured by the number of manufactu rin g firms within the 
county border. Cache County showed the largest advance i n number of 
firms, with 28 new firms coming in to the area. Washington County had 
17 new firms move into the count~ fo r a 170 percentincreaseover t he 1959 
period. Other coun ties with significant manufacturing f irm growth 
rates,were Millard and Morgan countie~with 89.9 percent and 75.0 
pe rcent ga in in the number of firms. 
Ei ght of the 25 rural Utah counties s howed a decrease in th e 
number of firms. The largest percentage loss in number of firms 
occurred in Dagge tt County which l os t all four of its manufac turin g 
firms. Other counties showing a decrease were Rich, Wasatch, Kane, 
Garfield , San Juan, Uintah, and Carbon. 
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Table 4. Percentage change in number of rural Utah manufacturing 
firms by county, 1959 to 1973. 
Rural Utah No . of firms No . of firms Percentage Change 
County in 1959 in 197 3 Increase Decrease 
Beaver 9 50.0 
Box Elder 25 33 32.0 
Cache 47 65 38.3 
Carbon 19 18 5.3 
Daggett 0 400.0 
Duchesne 13 16 23 .1 
Emery 16.7 
Garfield 11 18.2 
Grand 10 42.9 
Iron 21 27 28.6 
Juab 11 36 . 4 
Kane 25.0 
Millard 17 89.9 
~!o rgan 75.0 
Piut e 
Rich 6n. 7 
San Juan 12 10 16.7 
Sanpete 26 29 ll. 5 
Sevi er 24 27 12.5 
Summit 14 18 28.6 
Tooele 13 18 38.5 
Uintah 19 17 10.5 
l~asatch 6 33.3 
l~ashington 10 27 170.0 
l~ayne 
Total 320 392 22 . 5 
Hanufacturing activity as measured by number of firms in each 
manufacturing category also showed an increase except in the case of 
wood products which showed a 35.8 percent decrease during the 1959-
1973 period. (Table 5) 
21 
Those types of firms showing the greates t growth in firm activity 
were transportation equipment, textile products, other manufacturing, 
and s tone, sand, and gravel. With the exception of other manufacturing 
whose growth was gradual, all the groups with substantial gains regis -
tered most of their gains in a given period of time. (Table 6) 
The columns in tables 6 a nd 7 marked by asterisks point out the 
major periods in which rural Utah ' s manufacturing activity changed 
most noticeably . The first period saw the wood products industry decl ine 
sharply in numbers. From 1959 to 1964, 20 new wood firms started busi-
ness while 57 left business for a net decline of 37 firms (Table 7). 
Table 6 shows this as a decline from 106 to 69 wood prod uct s firms . 
The other three major periods of change were: 1) 1964-68 when manu-
facturing activity in rock products increased from 31 to 43 firms; 
2) 1969- 1972 when textile products showed an increase from 18 to 38 
firms, picking up 21 new firms while only one went out of business; 
and 3) 1972- 73, in which period transportation and ordinance increased 
activity by 162.5 percent, with a net increase of 13 firms . 
Stability by type of firm is measured in Table 8 by two differPnt 
methods. The first method lists the number of firms operating in 1959 
which were still operating in 197 3 . This number is then divided by 
the number of firms of that type operating in 1959 to get the percen -
tage of 1959 firms still operating in 1973. The second method was to 
add together all firms which were listed in each group from 1959 thru 
Table 5 . Pe rcentage change in number of rural Utah manufacturing f irms by 
type of firm , 1959 to 1973 . 
Firm Group 
Food pr oduc ts 
Textile products 
Wood products 
Rock, sand , and 
g r avel produc ts 
Printing and 
publishin g 
Transporta tion 
Equipmen t 
Mach ine r y 
Chemicals and 
petroleum 
No. of firms 
in 1959 
113 
106 
27 
30 
13 
Other Manufact uring 
Total 320 
No. of firms 
in 1973 
115 
36 
68 
54 
41 
21 
15 
20 
22 
392 
Percentage Change 
Inc r ease Decrease 
1.8 
300 .0 
35 . 8 
50.0 
36.7 
425.1) 
66.7 
53 . 8 
144.4 
22 . 5 
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Table 6 . Number of rural Utah manufacturing firms by type of firm, 
1959, 1964, 1968 , 1972, 1973. 
Group 1959 1964 1968 1972 
1973 
Food products 113 112 112 111 115 
Textil e products 16 18* 38* 36 
Wood products 106* 69* 64 65 68 
Rock, sand, and 27 31* 43* 46 
54 
gravel products 
Printing and 30 31 33 38 41 
publishing 
Transportation 6 8 8* 21* 
equipment 
Machinery 10 13 12 15 
Chemicals and 13 15 17 21 20 
petroleum 
Other manufacturing 10 14 18 22 
Total 320 300 322 357 392 
* Denotes major periods of change 
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Table 7. Number of rural Utah manufacturing firms starting business and 
leaving business (in-out migration) by type of firm , 1959-1964, 
1964-1968, 1968- 1972, 1972-197 3. 
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1959- 1964 1964- 1968 1968-1972 1972-1973 
Group 
Food products 
Textile products 
Wood products 
Ro ck , sand, and 
gravel products 
Printin g and 
publishing 
Transportation 
equipment 
Hachinery 
Chemicals and 
petroleum 
Other 
manufacturing 
Total 
21 
20* 
5 
77 
Add 
22 17 
0 
57* 23 
17* 
1 4 
5 
4 
4 
97 87 
Drop Add Drop Add Drop 
17 10 11 12 
21* 1* 4 
28 20 19 13 10 
5* 13 
1 0 
15* 
4 6 
10 6 10 6 
65 93 58 78 43 
aAdd means that in the period specified, X number of new firms started 
business 
bDrop means that in the period specified, X number of previously listed 
firms dropped out of business. 
*Denot es major periods of change . 
1973,and to divide the present numbe r of firms in each group by total 
to ge t a pe rcentage of all firms for the 1959-197 3 per iod still oper-
ating in 1973. 
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Both methods show that printing and publishing has the greatest 
stability of operation. Twenty- e ight of 30 , or 93.3 percent of those 
firms operating in 1959 were st ill operating in 1973, and 41 of 45 or 
91.1 percent of all printing and publish ing fi rms es t ablished from 
1959-1973 were s till operating in 1973. Wood product~ shows the lowest 
s tability of operation using both me thods , with only 21.7 percent of 
its 1959 firms in operation1 and only 37.4 percen t of all firms esta b-
lished between 1959 and 1973 s till operat ing . This is a lso reflected 
in Table 7 which shows that wood products has the greatest incidence of 
in-out migration while printing and publishing ha s the lowest in-out 
migration for the years of the study. 
Fac tors of Location 
An examination was mad e into factors that influence manufacturing 
plants to locate in rural Utah . Firms i nt erviewed were asked what 
were the three most import an t factors in choosing the particular loca-
tion at which the plant was located . Exactly 100 firmsresponded with the 
most important factor, 96 of the above 100 firms gave two factors, 
and 70 gave a third factor fo r locating in a particular rural Utah area. 
The answers to this question are presented in Table 9 and Appendix 
D. Appendix D is made up of fr e quency distributions showing importance 
of the e ight locational factor choices by type of f irm and by cou n ty 
group. Table 9 gives the weighted i mportance of the different factors 
Table 8. Longevity of different types of rural Ut ah man ufacturing firms, 1959 through 1973 
Percentage o f all 
Number of firms Percentage of Total number of firms operating 
operating in firms operat ing all firms during the period 
Number Number 1959, which in 1959, which operating during from 1959-1973 
Firm of firms of firms still operate still operate the period from which still 
Group in 1959 in 1973 in 1•973 in 197 3 1959-1973 operat ed in 19 73 
Food products 113 115 7l 62.8 173 66.5 
Textile products 9 36 5 55.6 44 81.8 
Wood produc ts 106 68 23 21.7 182 37 . 4 
Rock, sand, and 
gravel produc ts 27 54 16 59.3 75 72.0 
Printing and 
publishing 30 41 28 93.3 45 91.1 
Transportation 
equipment 4 21 2 50.0 33 63 . 6 
Hachinery 9 15 2 22.2 32 46.9 
Chemicals a nd 
pet r oleum l3 20 9 69. 2 31 64.5 
Other 
manufacturing 9 22 3 33.3 40 55 . 0 
Totals 320 392 159 40 . 6 655 59 . 8 
N 
"' 
Table 9. Reasons for sel ecting plant l ocation of 100 rural Utah manufacturing firms, 1974. 
Factor s No . of firms No . of firms No . of fi r ms Weighted 
of listing fac tor listing factor listing factor Total 
l ocation as 1st in as 2nd in as 3rd in Points 
importance, importance importance 
times three times two 
Land 30 16 13 59 
Labor 30 36 6 72 
Raw materials 99 16 7 122 
Market 27 44 12 83 
Community 
Attitude 12 16 13 41 
Transportation [) 10 9 19 
Personal reasons 102 26 5 133 
Mis ce llaneous 
reasons 0 28 5 33 
Rank 
5th 
4th 
2nd 
3rd 
6th 
8th 
1st 
7th 
"' __, 
?8 
of location. The r esults of this table were calculated by taking the 
number of firms naming t he factor as most important and multiplying by 
three, and adding that to the number specifying that same factor as 
second in importance, times two, plus, the number naming that same 
factor th ird in importan ce. 
The most important reason for locating in rural Utah was personal 
reasons. This is indicative of the fact that many firms located in 
rural Utah are of the "home grown" type; that is , they were located 
the r e because that is where the founders of the company lived . This 
points up the idea that more time and money might be profitahly spent 
on programs geared to the developmen t of these 11 home grown 11 plants. 
[9] 
Raw ma terials availabili ty was the next most important facto r 
of manufacturing locat ion. This i s supportive of the theory that a 
large percentage of rural Utah manufacturing deals with the proces-
sing of local raw materials. 
A good s upply of labor is often heard of as one of the major 
reasons for the location of manufacturing plants in rural Utah. This 
is certainly true with regard to the textile industry (Appendix D) , 
however, l abor availabil ity r anks in the middle of the factor s con-
sider ed , when speaking of rural Utah manufacturing as a whole. 
As a fac t or of location, transportation, or the lack of i t, 
ranked last. Only in t he Bear River and rural-urban county groups , 
which are c l ose to urban Utah ' s transportation center, and in the 
Southwestern county group,which is connec ted directly to Las Vegas 
and Los Angeles by an interstate highway , did transportation even 
show up as a factor of location. Lack of transportation , along witl1 
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lack of adequate capital availability, and difficulty in obtaining 
adequate vendor services, were the most often mentioned problems of 
operating a manufacturing firm in rural Utah . 
A Financial Description of Rural Utah Manufacturing 
Since data on financial impact of rural Utah manufacturing firms 
are not available in the literature, a detailed des cription of the 
findings of this study fol l ows. Most of the data are presented in the 
form of the mean financial statement of each type of firm, and also of 
each rural Utah county group. This information presented allows the 
reader to gauge the mean 1973 impact of each different type of firm on 
the local and state economy. It also allows him to c losely examine the 
financial impacts of manufact uring firms in gene r al which are located 
in the six rural Utah county groups. 
Before presenting the result s of this financial description, it 
would first be well to explain the different components of each section 
of the financial s tatements to be presented. Sales are defined as 
total sales, or total value of the product, minus discounts of any kind. 
Materials costs are broken down into two types: raw materials and 
semi-finished materials. Raw materials are defined as those which have 
not been subjected to any major manufacturing process before reaching 
the plant. Wages and salaries included all labor expense, both direc t 
manufacturing labor, and administrative labor expense. Opera ting 
expense consists of all other costs incurred in the manufacture of the 
product. Among other items, this includes depreciation expense, all 
taxes and licenses with the exception of state and federal income taxes. 
Net profits are simply the r esidual before taxes. 
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Current capital outlay, although not an income statement item, 
was measured since it has a direct impact on the economy, be it 
local, state , or out of s tat e. Current capital outlay included the 
purchase price of all automotive equipment, plant equipment, land 
.1nd construction incurred during 1973. Tt wr:1s assumed in thi_ ~ st11dy 
t hat these capital outlays in 1973 were indicative of the constanL 
capital outlay by~ of firm from year to year. Since thP average 
cap ital outlay of any firm of a certain type is assumed to be con~tant 
at the 1973 group average. principal repayment is not in clud ed in 
curren t capital outlay, as the purchase price would have been inc 1ud ed 
in capital outlay of years past. 
The mean percentage of sales made locally, in-state (excluding 
local), and out of state by firm type and county group were a l so 
included in Tables 1-2. These percentages are referred to as the pro-
pensity to se ll in the specified area . The propensities to consume 
materials, labor, and other operating expenses locall y , in-state 
(exc luding local) and out of state are also given in these table~ . 
Distribution of net profit was not made due to the diffi culty in oh-
taining these figures. 
Since distribution of profit s was not made, total expendi-
tures ,.,ere equal to total sales, minus net profits. plus current 
capital outlay. This total expenditure figure was used as the den0rn-
inator in computing the propensity to conBume locally, in-state 
(exluding local consumption) and out of state. Expenditures made 
within the specified area were divided by total expenditures to give 
the appropriate propensity. 
A description of the average rural Utah manufacturing firm is 
presented in Table 10 . This is a compilation of the group means of 
25 financial variables treated in the analysis of the question-
naire. 
Table 10 . Mean income sta tement of 88 rural Utah manufacturing 
firms, 1973 . 
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$Amount Percent Percent Percent 
(000) Local In-State Out - of-State 
Sales 3,936 11.34 18.10 70 . 56 
Less : 
Raw materials 807 40.33 26 . 19 33 . 48 
Semi-finis hed materials 1,469 
Wages and Salaries 498 89.76 5.22 5 . 02 
Other operating expen ses 622 36.50 30.70 32.80 
tJet profit 540 
Caoi t al e-xpenditures 319 27 .0 4 23 .90 49.06 
P·ropensity to consume 45.17 23.93 JO .90 
Mean sales total $3,936,000 dollars. About 70 percent of the pro-
duct is sold outside of Utah, with the other 30 percent being divided 
between local sales and sales to the rest of the state. 
By far the largest expenditure by a firm was for materials with 
$807,000 dollars being spent for raw material s, and $1,469 , 000 dollars 
for semi-finished materials. Ra'\v materials, which compose 36 percen t 
of all materials consumption, are purchased mostly from within the 
local economy. Semi- finished materials are generally purchased from 
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the urban sec tion of Utah or f rom without the state , however, a smaller 
amount also c omes from the loc al economy . 
Wages and salaries were paid out almos t exclusively in the local 
a rea (89.76 percent). Small amounts are paid out to commute r s from 
outside o f the local area and also for support functions of the plant 
loca t ed outside of the economic a r ea in which the plant is located . 
The average expenditure for wages and sal aries was $498 ,000 dollars. 
Approximately 16 percent of sales or $622 ,000 dollars was the 
average spent on operating expenditures by a rural Utah firm. The 
largest percentage (36 . 50) of these expenses was sp ent in the 
local a r ea . 
Profi t before taxes was 13 . 77 percent of sales. Most of the 
27.04 percent of capital expenditures spent l ocally, went toward the 
purchase of land, and construct i on , along with some au t omot i ve pur -
c hase s . Almost all plant equipment was purchased out side the local 
a r ea with the majority of this expenditure being made out of state . 
This is reflec ted by the fact that nearly 50 percent of capital outlays 
were made out of s t a t e . In- state capital expenditures came from a ll 
fou r capital ca t egories with no one type predominating . 
The results o f the descriptive analysis were f urther divided into 
mean income s tatements for maj or type of firm, and also into an equivalent 
stat ement concerning all manufacturing firms located within each of the 
six rural Utah county groups . Tables 11-19 are the descriptions of each 
major t ype of manufacturing firm found in rural Utah. Table 20 gives 
the statistical significance attached to each of the 25 variables in the 
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financial desc ription. If the F statistic is significant, then there is 
a signif icant difference between the means of the nine types of firms . 
If the F statistic does not show s ignif icance , then it can be concluded 
that there i s no differen ce b e tween the means of th e nine groups. 
Table 20 indica t es that all variables meas ured in dollar terms with the 
exception of capital expenditures show significance to at least the 
a = .01 level. Most of the propensities to sell and to spend also show 
statistical significance except where payroll and capital expenditures 
are distributed . This s hows that manufacturing firms regard less of type, 
in rural Utah distribute their payroll and capital expenditures in much 
the same manner. It also shows that where other purchases are made, 
differs significantly by the type of firm being talked about. 
Financial Description by Type of Firm 
The food products group i s the largest manufacturing group in 
rural Utah both by number of firms, and as a comparison of Table 11 
with Tables 12-19 indicates, by average size of firm as well. Size is 
measured by sales volume. The ave rage sales volume of firms surveyed 
in the food products industry ($16,905,000) was much larger than that 
of the next closest group, transportation equipment ($3,487,000). 
Other distinguishing features of the food products industry are that it 
has the lowest labor intensity of any type of firm in rural Utah (see 
Table 21) and that most of it ' s materials cost goes for locally, or in-
state purchased raw materials. 
Tab le 11. Mean i ncome statement of 1 2 rural Uta h food products 
firms, 1973. 
$Amount % % % 
Item (000) Local In-state Out-of-state 
Sales 16,905 11. 62 15 . 34 73 .04 
Less : 
Raw materials 10,540 
51.91 26 . 20 21.89 
Semi- finished materials 1 ,124 
Wages and salaries 1,205 87 . 09 5 . 21 7. 70 
Othe r ope r ating expenses 1 , 849 37 . 24 32 . 55 30 . 21 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Ne t profit 2 , 187 
Capital expenditures 304 19.31 37 .55 43.14 
Propensity to consume 52 . 27 25.53 22 . 20 
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Table 12 . Mean income statement of 11 r ural Utah textile products f irms , 
1973 . 
Sales 
Less: 
Raw ma terials 
Semi-finished materials 
Wages and salaries 
Other operating expenses 
Net profit 
Capital expendit ures 
Propensity to consume 
$Amount 
(000) 
1,296 
31 
596 
378 
174 
117 
89 
% 
Local 
.7 8 
0 
98 .00 
32 . 67 
62 . 10 
38.48 
% 
In-state 
3 . 40 
. 79 
. 37 
9.45 
8.54 
2 . 40 
% 
Out-of state 
95 . 82 
99 . 21 
1.63 
57 . 88 
23.26 
59.12 
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Table 13 . Mean income statement of 12 rura l Utah wood products firms, 1973 . 
Item 
Sales 
Less: 
Raw materials 
Semi-finis hed material s 
Wages and sa l aries 
Other operat i ng expenses 
Net profit 
Capital expenditures 
Propensity to consume 
$Amount 
(000) 
1,477 
386 
156 
319 
434 
182 
35 1 
Local In-state Out-of-state 
3 . 64 19.07 77.29 
44.85 37 . 12 18.03 
87.9 1 1. 62 J 0 . 47 
48.88 22.61 28.51 
48 . 88 16.53 24.72 
55.14 22.86 22.00 
Table 14. Mean income statement of ll rural lltah rock, sand 
and gravel products firms, 1973. 
$Amount % % 
Item (000) Local In-state 
Sales 2,904 25.90 42.39 
Less: 
Raw materials 327 
49.17 28.60 
Semi-finished 
materials 402 
\'/ages and aslaries 519 81.01 18.61 
Other operating 
expenses 955 33.82 47.31 
Net profit 701 
Capital expenditures 412 30 . 56 39.91 
Propensity to consume 46 . 95 35.23 
37 
% 
Out-of-state 
31.71 
22.23 
.38 
18.87 
29 . 52 
17.82 
Table JS. ~lea n income statement of nin E; rural Utah printing 
and publishi ng firm s, 1973 . 
$Amount go '· 
Item (000) Local In-state 
Sa l es 387 54.60 22.84 
Less : 
Raw materials 0 
5 . 46 68.78 
Semi-fi nis hed material s ! 53 
Wages and sa l ar i es 120 !00.00 0 
Other operating expen ses 73 57.26 18.67 
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Out-of-state 
22.56 
25 . 76 
0 
24 .07 
--- ----- -- -------- -------- ----------- -- ------ -- ----- ------ ---------- --- ---
Net profit 41 
Capital expenditures 26 12.94 32.88 54 . 18 
Propensity to consume 46.62 34 . 25 19 . 13 
'\';ihlc I h. Mean income statement of ni ne rural IJtah transportation 
equipment firms, 1971. 
$Amount % % 
39 
% 
Item (000) Loca l In-state Out-of-state 
Sa les 3 ,487 l. 24 25 . 96 72 . 80 
Less : 
Raw materials 0 
.48 31 . 36 68.16 
Semi- finished material s 2, 247 
Wages a nd salarie s 545 91-22 1. 20 7. 58 
Other operating expenses 274 38 . 39 33 .49 28 . J 2 
--------------- ---------------- ---------------------------------------------
Net profit 421 
Capital expenditures 251 11.4 2 30.92 57.66 
Propens ity to consume 19.3 5 26 .55 54. 10 
Table 17 . Mean income statement of six rural Utah machinery 
firms, 1973. 
$Amount % 
Item (000) Local In - state 
Sales 2,228 1.86 5 .1 2 
Less: 
Raw materials 20 
.70 9.76 
Semi-fini shed materials 1,023 
Wages and salaries 432 96.70 . 39 
Other operating expenses 470 30.15 16.10 
40 
Out-of-state 
93.02 
89 . 54 
2.91 
53.75 
------------------- -- ------ -- -------- -- ---------- --------------- -- ----------
Net profit 283 
Capital expendi tures 386 20 . 40 46.01 33.59 
Propensity to consume 27.71 15.30 56.99 
Tah l e I H. Mean income s tatement· of -;even rura l lltnh c hemicnls 
and pe fro l cum fi nn s ~ 1 ~ 7:) . 
$Amount % % 
Item (000) Loca l In-state 
Sales 2,856 . 17 13.73 
Less: 
Raw materials 286 
14.39 15. 16 
Semi-finished materials 570 
Wages and salaries 607 95.68 l. 31 
Other operating expense s 1, 031 28. 57 19.95 
Net profit 362 
Capita l expend itures 1,093 12 . 78 7.23 
Propensity to consume 31.74 11.77 
41 
% 
Out-of - stat e 
86 .10 
70.45 
3 . 01 
51.48 
79 .99 
56 .49 
Table 19 . Mean income statement of 11 rural Utah miscellaneous 
manufacturin g firms, 1973. 
$Amount % % 
42 
% 
Item (000) Local In-state Out- of- state 
Sal es 1,033 7. 70 4.19 88 . 11 
Les s: 
Raw mater ials 131 
4 . 34 43.80 51 . 86 
Semi-fin ished materials 328 
Wages and salaries 253 90.97 8 . 86 .17 
Other operating expenses 155 42.11 23.70 34 . 19 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Ne t profit 166 
Capital expenditur es 205 45.5 7 7.06 47.37 
Propens ity to consume 38.15 25.16 36.24 
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Table 20. F statistics for the 25 variables shown in tables 10 through 
19, 88 rural Utah manufac turing firms by type of firm, 1973. 
$Amount % % % 
Item (000) Local In- state Out-of- state 
Sales 10 . 7866*** 2.4 914* l. 9 760@ 7. 9910*** 
Less : 
Raw materials 29 .6276*** 
18.1004*** 7. 0780*** 3.9388*** 
Semi-finished materials 17 . 4365*** 
Wages and salaries 3. 2918** 3.6226** .9325 l. 9548@ 
Other opera ting expenses 3.2412** 4.0560*** 2.2310* 2.6525* 
Ne t profit 2 . 9867** 
Capital expenditures l. 5840 .4742 l. 2103 2.6591* 
Propensity to cons ume 8.1268*** 5 . 0029*** 9 . 42 71*** 
***Sign ificance t o the .001 leve l F.OOl = 3.77 
**Significance to the .01 level F.Ol 2.77 
*Significance to the . 05 level. F.05 2 .07 
@S ignificance to the .10 level. F.lO 1 . 75 
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The textile products group (Table 12) is in many ways the opposite 
of the food products group . Although its ma jor expenditure is still for 
materials, the group's r elative labor in t ensit y (Table 21) is the second 
highest of a ny group. Ce rtainly, wages and salaries are the chief contri-
bution that the textile firm makes to th e local economy since almos t all 
materials of production come from outside of the s tat e . Textile firms 
s urveyed in rural Utah we r e all sewing co ntractors who received 
the precut materials and shipped out th e finished product to the same 
compa ny who sent them the ma t erial. Two small textile mills exist in 
rural Utah. These firms manufacture their own materials, however , 
usable questionnaires were not obtained from either. 
Tabl e 21 . Labor intensity by type of firm , 88 rural Utah 
manufacturing firms, 1973.~/ 
Firm group Relative lab or intensityb 
Food prod uc t s 
Texti l es products 
Wood products 
Rock, sand, and gravel products 
Printing and publishing 
Transportation equipmne t 
Machinery 
Chemicals and petroleum 
Other manufacturing 
Total 
7.13 
29 .17 
21.60 
17.87 
31. 01 
15.63 
19.39 
21.25 
24.49 
12.65 
a. Labor intensity is a measure of total wages and sa laries c.~ 
a percentage of total sales. 
b . F test= 7. 96, significant at the . 001 level. 
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The wood products group (T:~bl c l3) consis ted mainly of logg.ing 
and milling operations, however, two cab inet a nd fixture manufacturers 
we re included in this group. Wages and salaries were the main contri-
bution to the local economy followed by materials purchase and operating 
expenses. Most timbe r is cut on federal lands anu the stumpage cost 
goes mainly to federal offices located in the state. Mention is made 
that these are 1973 figures. The current lumber market would show a 
much greater percentage of the sales dollar going toward purchase of 
the raw material' 
The sand, gravel , stone, and clay gr oup (Table 14) services the 
local market more than most other types of manufacturing groups. With 
t he exception of one l arge cement plant, most of the production of 
this industry stays within the Utah borders. Most firms surveyed wer e 
of the sand, gravel , and ready-mix type. Since most of the raw mat erial 
wa s of local origin, and the semi- finished cement came from Utah manu-
facturing plants, a large percentage of both materials and total expen-
ditures were made within the state. 
The production of the printing and publishing industry (Table 15) 
i s sold mostly wit hin the local economy . The rest of sales are split 
evenly between state and out-of-state . This is reflective of the fi rms 
surveyed . All we r e rur al commercial printer~ and/o~ small area news-
paper pub l ishers . This is one group wh e re the inclusion of th e two 
larg e commercial printers would have changed the results drastical ly . 
These plants produce printed items which are shipped all over the 
nation, however, it was not possible to obtain usable questionnaires 
from these firms. These larger printing firms are the exception in 
in rural Utah, and the more prevalent small commercial printer and pub-
lisher were surveyed extensively. This industry was first with regard 
to labor intensity. All wages paid were distributed to the local 
economy . Most materials were purchased through Salt Lake City distri-
butors. 
The transportation group (Table 16) had a larger percenta ge of its 
sales dollar go toward th e purchase of materials than any group surveyed . 
The materials purchased are all of the semi- finished variety . Almost 
all of these materials are purchased outside of the local economy. 
Add to this the fact that only the food products industry has a lower 
relative labor intensity,and it is easy to see why the transportation 
group has the lowest propensity to consume in the local economy of 
any group s urveyed. 
Expenditure for semi- finished materials is the biggest expense 
item for the machinery group (Table 17). Most of these materials are 
pur chased from outside of the area, thus, leading to a relatively low 
propensity to consume locally of 27 . 71 percent. However, 93.02 pe r cent 
of sales are made outside of the state , thus, the machinery group 
brings many new dollars into the local economy. 
The chemi cals and petroleum group (Table 18) is interesting in 
the fact that al though , in tonnage, much more raw materials are con-
sumed than semi-finished materials, in dollar t erms semi-finished 
materials (minerals, additives, packaging, etc.) are costing almost 
twice as much as th e raw materials. This is due to th e fact that 
the raw materials in the chemical industry are priced quite low rela-
tive to the industries' other expens es. Only one of the seven firms 
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surveyed in this group was a petroleum firm, whose raw materials e xpense 
i s a greater percentage of sales than tha t of the chemical indu s try. 
Because of the diverse nature of the firms lumped into the group 
called othe r manufacturing (Table 19), it is difficult to draw any 
meaningful conclusions or observations from the results . It does appear, 
however, that this group had a preponderance of firms using mostly 
semi- finished materials. The group is export oriented in its sal es . 
Looking at the propensities to consume, it appears that most of the 
expenditures s t ay ing in the state are also staying the local economy. 
Financial Description by County Group 
Mean financial statistics of the manufacturing firms located in 
eac h of the six rural Utah count y groups are presented in Tables 22 - 28. 
There were few statistical differences found to exist in the 
manufacturing activity of the rural Utah county groups. (Table 28) 
The most significant differences are in the dollar value of sales 
and materials purchases, and in the distribution of the materials 
expense. Most of the other variables show no statistical signifi-
cance up to the a = 0.10 level . Comparing Table 28 to Table 20 , we 
conclude that differences of location as measured by county group are 
of much less significance than are the differences attributable to 
firm t ype . With few exceptions, rural Utah can be thought to be 
homogenous as far as the financial impacts of manufacturing are con -
cerned. 
Table 22 . Mean i ncome statement of 26 rural Ut ah manufact.uring firms 
located in the Bear River county group, 1973. 
$Amount % % % 
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It em (000) Loc a l In-state Out-of- state 
Sales 8 , 077 8 . 85 18 . 75 72.40 
Less : 
Raw materials 2,682 45 . 14 24.04 30 . 82 
Semi- finishe d materials 2,529 
Wages and sala ries 761 85 . 55 7. 88 6 . 57 
Othe r operating expenses 1,011 40 . 06 27 . 60 32 . 34 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Ne t profit 1,094 
Capi tal expendi tures 302 17 . 55 40 . 73 41.72 
Propensity to cons ume 47. 51 23 . 54 28 . 95 
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Table 23 . Mean income statement of nine rural Utah manufacturing firms 
located in the Uintah Basin county group, 1973. 
$Amoun t % % % 
Item (000) Local In-state Out- of-state 
Sales 891 10.21 31.09 58 . 70 
Less: 
Raw materials 166 
55 . 04 22.30 22 . 66 
Semi- finished mate r ials 112 
Wages and salaries 277 98 . 19 0 1.81 
Other oper at ing expenses 374 3 7. 70 18.18 44 . 12 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Ne t profit - 38 
Capital expenditures 527 17 . 08 16.32 66 . 60 
Propensity to consume 45 . 05 14 . 84 40 . 11 
Table 24. Mean income statement of seven rural Utah manufacturina 
firms located in the southeastern county group, 1973 . 
$Amount % % 
so 
Item (000) Local In-state Out-of- state 
Sales 769 8.58 8 . 97 82 .4 4 
Less: 
Raw materials 63 
5.63 74 . 57 19 . 80 
Semi- finished materials 346 
Wages and salaries 173 86 . 13 3 . 47 10.40 
Other operating expenses 125 41.60 17 . 60 40 . 80 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Ne t profit 62 
Capital expenditures 86 16 . 28 13 . 95 69.77 
Propens ity to consume 30 . 01 43 . 51 26 . 48 
'l'iihle :l) . Mea n inC'ome stateme nt of 11 rurnl Utah manuf.1cturi.n g firm s 
located in the soutllwost< · rn co unt y group, 1973. 
$Amount % % % 
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Item (000) Local In-state Out-of- state 
Sales 2,157 8. 76 12.93 78.31 
Less: 
Raw materials 214 
22 . 62 19 . 42 57 . 96 
Semi-finished materials 816 
Wages and salaries 398 97.49 l. 76 . 75 
Other operatimg expenses 440 35 . 91 25.45 38 .64 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Net profit 289 
Capital expenditures 518 55.02 12 . 55 32 . 43 
Propensity to consume 44 . 59 16 . 09 39 .32 
Table 26. Mean income statement of ll rural Utah manufacturing firms 
located in the rural-urban county group, 1973. 
% 
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Item 
$Amount 
(000) Local In - state Out-of-state 
Sa l es l '614 6.44 54.09 39 .47 
Less: 
Raw materials 82 
9.83 53.68 36.49 
Semi-finished materials 203 
Wages and salaries 363 83.47 ll. 57 4.96 
Other operating expenses 627 31.58 47.37 21. OS 
Net profit 339 
Capital expenditures 279 36.56 45.52 17.92 
Propensi t y to consume 40.61 39.83 19.56 
Table 27 . Mean income statement of 24 rural Utah manufacturing 
firms l ocated in the central county group, 1973. 
Item 
Sales 
Less: 
Raw materia l s 
Semi-finished materials 
Wages and sa l aries 
Other operating expenses 
Net profit 
Capital expenditures 
Propensity to . consume 
$Amount 
(000) 
3,547 
431 
l '442 
496 
517 
661 
253 
Local In-state 
19.54 9.78 
33.96 29 . 52 
94.96 l. 01 
31. 14 34.43 
17 . 39 8 . 70 
41.79 24.15 
53 
% 
Out-of-state 
70 . 68 
36.52 
4.03 
34.43 
73.91 
34.06 
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Table 28. F statistics for the 25 variables shown in tables 22 
through 27 , 88 rural Utah manufacturing firms, 1973. 
$Amount ., 
Item (000) Local In- state Out-of-state 
Sales 2.9588** .6998 1.0863 
2 .6098* 
Less: 
Raw materials 2 .37 85* 2 .6877* 1. 5824 2.7971** 
Semi-finished materia l s 1.7954@ 
Wages and salaries 1.5589 1. 7161 .8549 
.9556 
Other operat i ng expenses . 9880 1. 7778@ . 5832 . 7549 
-------- ----- --- --------------------------------------------------------
Net profit 1 . 5499 
Capita 1 expenditures .5297 1.9700@ 1.1970 . 5081 
Propensity to consume 1. 9224 @ 2.2048* .9008 
** Significance to the . 01 l evel F. 01 2. 77 
* Significance to the .05 level F.05 2. 07 
@Significance to the .10 level F. 10 1. 75 
Of th e differences that do exist , th e mos t s i gnificant i s 
that of the dollar volume of sales. Th e Bear River group, consis-
ting of Cache, Box Elder, and Rich co unti es has a large concentra-
tion of large food products firms as well as large firms of other 
types . This is due primarily to the r e latively large amount of 
raw agricultural produ'cts produced in this area . The firms sur-
veyed in this county group are on the average much l a rger in 
vo lume of sales than those in t he r est of the state . The central 
and southwestern groups come next in average size of firm. 
Manufacturing firms in th e Bea r River and Uintah Basin group s 
purchase lar ge amounts of raw materials, while firms in the other 
:our county groups allocate most of their materials expenditur e 
:award th e purchase of semi-finished materials. These as we ll as 
size factors, account for the differences that show up between 
oounty groups when speaking of dollar value and distribution of 
naterials expenditures. 
Manufact uring fitms in th e Bear River, southeas t ern and rural-
urban co unty gr oups distribut e their wages and salaries outside of 
the local area more than do firms in the other county groups. Thi s 
is likely due to the fact that more commuting occurs withi~ and from 
without the three mentioned county groups. The lowest- propensity 
to s pend wages and salaries locally occurs in the rural-urban county 
group. This group is made up of counties locat ed on the 
edge of Utah's urban district. The figures in Table 
26 indicate that 11.57 percent of th e labo r f or ce , measu r ed by wages 
paid, comes from the rest of the state. This may mean that 
they come from urban Utah. 
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Predictive Equations for the Propensities to Sell and to Consume 
An effort was made to generate and explain predictive regression 
equations for the propensity to consume locally, and the propensity 
to sell outside of the local area. These two equations predict the 
primary money impact that a new firm will have on a rural Ut ah 
economy, as well as predicting the impacts of a change in size of 
an existing firm. The propensity to consume outside of the local 
economy, and the propensity to sell locally, are simply the inverse 
of the aforemention ed consumption and sales equations . In a 
similar manner, an effort was made to generate predictive equations 
showing the effec t s of a rural firm on the state as a whole. The 
two equations used for the explanation and determination of this 
impact were the propensity to consume in Utah, and the propensity 
to sell outside of Utah. 
A forward adding stepwise regression method was used to analyze 
the data. Using this method, variables were added to the analysis 
according to their statistical significance, until all variables were 
added in. The regression formula was printed after the addition of 
each variable allowing us to arrive at the regression equation 
correspond ing the the "best" regression equation; that equation 
containing all significant, but no insignificant variables. 
The following eight variables wer e regressed on the propensit i es 
to consume: type of firm, labor intensity, raw materials intensity, 
semi- finished materials intensity, total firm sales, population of 
the county in which the firm was located, organizational structure 
of the firm , and the firm ' s scope of operations. 
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The same variables wer-e regress ed on th e propens ities to sell, 
with the exception of labor, semi- finished, and raw materials inten-
sity . These three variables were dropped from the analysis since 
no intuitive reason was found to link them to the propensities to 
sell. The meaning of these variables and an explanation of why they 
were used in the model is presented in the methodology and procedures 
section of this thesis . 
Propensities to consume 
In running the regression on propensity to consume locally, 
four variables dropped out due to lack of significance. They were 
raw materials intensity, population of the county containing the firm, 
organizational structure of the firm, and scope of the firm ' s activities. 
The final regression equation for propensity to consume locally 
(Y1 ) took the fo rm: 
where : 
B 
0 
B
0 
+ (SICi) (1) + (B 2) (SLI.) + (B3) (Xsi) + (B4) (~) 
1 i 
constant propensity to consume locally (percent). 
B1 coefficient for type of firm being considered. 
Labor intensity of the firm being considered (total 
wages and salaries as a percent of total sales) . 
x51 Dollar value of total sales for the firm being considered 
(thousands of dollars). 
XFM. Semi- finished materials intensity of the firm (semi-
1 
finished materials cost as a percent of total sales) . 
(1) 
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The regress ion B
0 
coefficient was 39.97 . The B coefficients of 
the independent variables are shown in Table 29. hll were statis-
tically significant. The regression resulted in a reasonably good 
fit with an R2 of 0.6087. 
Table 29 indicates that the B coefficients for semi-finished 
materials intensity and sales have a negative sign. This means that 
as sales and semi-finished materials intensity increase, propensity 
to consume locally wil l decrease, other variables remaining constant. 
As labor intensity (having a positive B coefficient) increases, the 
propensity to consume locally will also increase. 
The B coefficients for semi-finished materials intensity and sales 
have a negative sign. This means that as sales and semi-finished 
materials intensity increase, propensity to consume locally will 
decrease, other variables remaining constant. As labor intensity 
(having a positive B coefficient) increases, the propensity to consume 
locally will increase. 
In the equat ion for propensity to consume in the state, labor 
intensity drops out of the equation. It is not so important when 
speaking of consumption in the state as a whole . It is replaced by 
the scope of the firm ' s activity: local, state, regional, or national . 
The final regr ession equation for propensity to consume in Utah 
(Y 2) took the form: 
B
0 
+ (SICi) (1) + (B2) (~.) (1) + (B4 ) (Xsi) (2) 
~ 
where: 
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Tabl e 29. Regression a nalys is of fa c tors r elated to the propensity t o cons ume locally , 
88 rural Ut ah manu facturing firms, 1973 . 
Variable 
Food products 
Textiles 
Wood products 
S tone , sand , gravel 
Printing & publishing 
Tran spo rtation equipment 
Machin e ry 
Chemicals & pet roleum 
Other manufacturing£/ 
Degr ees 
of Mea~! 
Freedom Square 
469.88 
1' 130.56 
530.79 
4 54 . 27 
F 
Statistic 
4.17 
10.04 
4. 72 
4 .04 
Level 
of 
Si gnificance Coeff i cient s 
.0419 -.17 58 
.0027 +.4252 
. 0310 -. 000516 
.0007 
+23 .13 
- . 82 
+ 6 . 21 
+l. 89 
-.42 
- 11.07 
- 9 . 82 
- 4.92 
-4.18 
~/Mean square of error = 112.55 with 76 degrees of freedom . 
E_/oummy va riables were used to r epresent the differen t manufa c turing groups . 
.£/The nega tive sum of the first eight manufactur i ng firm coefficients is the 
co e fficient of the ninth group. 
~/E ffe cts for the manufacturing groups ag r ee with gross means and a r e adjus t ed 
for the o t her va riables in the equa tion 
B 
0 
SIC. 
1 
Constant propensity to c onsume in Utah. 
s
1 
coefficient for type of firm being consider ed. 
Semi-finished materials intensity of the firm (semi-
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finished materials costs as a percentage of total sales) . 
~i s
3 
coefficient for the scope of business activity of 
the firm being cons idered. 
Xsi Dollar value of total sales for the firm being considered 
(thousands of dollars). 
The regression B
0 
coefficient was 77.46. The B coefficients of 
the independent variables are shown in Table 30. The regress ion 
resulted in an R2 fit of 0.5940. 
As in the case of propensity to consume locally, the coefficien ts 
for semi- finished materials intensity and total sales were negative. 
The variable for the scope of the firm's activity was treated in the 
same manner as the type of firm variable, with only the coefficient 
matching the des cr iption of the firm being used in the regression 
coefficient. For example, if the firm was a national firm with 
locations throughout the country, then only the coefficient matching 
national firm - 2 . 88 would be used. The others would drop out, being 
multiplied by zero. 
Propensities to sell 
The propensity to sell outside of the local area (Y 3) was used 
to measure the amount of new dollars being brought into the local 
area by manufacturing firms of different types. The final regression 
Table 30 . Regress ion analysis of factors r elated to the propensity t o cons ume 
in Utah, 88 rural Utah manufactur i ng firms , 1973 
Level 
of 
Variable 
Degrees 
of 
Freedom 
H.ean8 
Square Statistic Significance Coefficients 
Local 
State 
Regional 
National c 
srcb• d 
Food products 
Textiles 
Wood products 
Stone, sand, gravel 
Printing & publishing 
Transportation equipment 
Machinery 
Chemicals & petroleum 
Other manufacturinge 
1,406.15 
644 . 52 
623.19 
1,257.50 
6.13 
2.81 
2. 72 
5.49 
.0148 
.0938 
.0496 
.0001 
Mean square of error • 229. 22 with 74 degrees of freedom 
b. Dummy variables are used to re.present these discrete variables 
-. 3052 
-.000546 
+5.88 
+3 . 11 
-6.21 
-2.88 
+14. 23 
-12.57 
+5.63 
+12. 59 
+17 .52 
-4.34 
-14. 78 
-4.ll 
-14.17 
c. The negative sum of the first three scope of activity coefficients is the 
coefficient of the fourth activity variable. 
d. Effects for the manufacturing groups agree with the gross means and are 
adjusted for the other variables in the equation. 
The negative sum of the first eight manufacturing group coefficients is the 
coefficient of the ninth. 
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equation for propensity to sell out s id e of the local area took the 
form: 
where: 
B
0 
Constant propensity to sell outside the local economy . 
SICi B1 coefficient for the type of firm being considered. 
Xci B2 coefficient for the organizational structure of the 
firm being considered (individual proprietorship, 
partnership, or corporation) . 
Xpi Population of the county in which the firm is located. 
X . Total sales of the firm being considered. 
Sl 
The B
0 
coefficient of the equation was 63.42 percent with an 
R2 of 0.4850. The R2 was not quite as good as with the propensity 
62 
to consume equations. However, four variables showed good statistical 
significance . As an explanation of the effects of these variables on 
the propensities to sell, this and the equation for propensity to 
sell outside of Utah, are quite useful. 
An analysis of Table 31 shows that the sales variable has a posi-
tive B coefficient . As sales volume increases, the percentage of sales 
outside of the local area increases. Population has a negative 
coefficient, indicating that the larger the population of the county 
in which the firm is located, the larger the percentage of sales that 
are made in the county, and the smaller the sales percentage outside 
of the area. The coefficients also indicate that individual proprietor-
ships and partnerships sell more locally than do corporations. All of 
these results are intuitively appealing. 
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Table 31. Regress i on ana l ysis of factors related to the propensity to sell 
outside of the l ocal economy , 88 rural Utah manufacturing firms, 1973. 
Variable 
Single Owne r 
Partners hip 
Corporation c 
srcb.d 
Food ·products 
Textilt-.s 
Wood products 
Stone, s and, gravel 
Printing & publis hing 
Degrees 
of 
Freedom 
Transportation equipment 
Machinery 
Otem t eals & petroleum 
Other manufactu ringe 
Mean 8 
Square 
.1546 
. 1604 
.436 9 
. 3204 
Statis t i c 
2.76 
2.86 
7.80 
5.73 
Mean square of error • . 0560 with 75 degrees of freedom 
Leve l 
of 
Significance Coefficient s 
. 0963 +.000839 
. 0908 -.000339 
.0001 
-14 .68 
··-9 .40 
+24.08 
-3. 70 
+13. 38 
+12. 21 
-29. 37 
-32. 46 
+. 65 
+16. 85 
+14 . 57 
+1 . 87 
b. Dummy variables were used to represent the different o r ganizational s tructu res 
and manufact uring groups 
The negative s um of the first two organizational types coefficients b the 
coefficient of the third t ype. 
d. Effec ts for the manufacturing groups ag r ee W'ith gross mean s and are adjusted 
for the other variables in the equation. 
The negative sum of the fir!'t eight manufacturing group coefficients is the 
coefficient of the ninth . 
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The equation for the prope n ~iLy to sell outside ol Utah (Y 4 ) 
took the form: 
where : 
B
0 
Constan t propensity to sell outside Utah . 
SICi B1 coefficient for type of firm being considered. 
Xsi Total sal es of the firm being cons id ered . 
Xmi B3 coeff i cient for the scope of business activity of the 
fi rm being cons ide r ed . 
The B coefficient of the equation was 59 . 20 percent with an R2 
0 
of 0 . 4958 . The B coefficients of the independent variables are shown 
i n Table 32. 
On the basis of propensity to sell out-of - state , the organizational 
structure of the firm, and the population of the county in which the 
firm was located, dropped out due to lack of significance. The scope 
of the fi r m' s business activity was added to the equation at a 0.0665 
level of significance. Local, state, and to a small extent, regionally 
based firms have a negative effect on the percentage of sales outside 
of Utah . Firms based nationally have a positive B coefficient. 
Application of the predictive equations 
Information of the type contained in the regression equations 
Tables 29 t hrough 32 can give local decision makers the in formation 
necessary to make we l l informed judgments concerning the impact of a 
new firm being considered for the area. For examp le, assume that a small 
65 
Tob le 32 . Regr es sion analy s i s o f fac t o r s r ela t e d t o th e prope nsity 
to 
n11t s ide o f iit Ah, RB rura l Ut a h ma nu fac turing f i rms , 19 73 . 
Degrees Level 
Variable of Mean° of 
Freedom Square Statis tic Sign ifican ce Coeffi c i ents 
. 45 76 5. 34 . 0222 +.00145 
. 2123 2.48 .0665 
Local -10.78 
State -1.50 
Regional -.06 
Nationalc +12 .34 
srcb, d . 6205 7. 24 .0000 
Food products - 19 . 11 
Textiles +28 . 36 
Wood products +14 . 17 
Stone, sand, gravel -35 . 84 
Printing & pub lis h i ng -32 . 74 
Transportation eq u i pment -17.83 
Machinery +31.99 
Chemicals & petroleum +9 . 32 
Other manufacturinge +21.68 
Mean s qu a r e o f error "' .0857 with 75 degr ees of freedom 
b. Dummy variables are used to rep resen t the two discr e t e variables 
The negative sum of the firs t three scope of ac tivity coefficients is the 
coefficient of the fourth activity variable. 
d. Effects for the manufacturing groups agree with the gross means and are 
adjusted for the other variables in t h e equation . 
The negative sum of the first eight manufacturing coefficients is the 
coefficient of the ninth . 
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plant of a national food processing corporation is being considered 
for recruitment into Cache County which has a population of 46,000 
people . If the firm has projected average annual sales to be $2 
million , total payroll of $220 ,000 and purchases of approximately 
$150,000 in semi- finished materials, then the local planners could 
determine that the firm would spend 65.43 percent of its total 
expenditures in the local area . This would be done by inserting the 
above figures into the r egr ession equation for the propensity to 
consume locally (Y1), in the following manner: 
+ ($220,000) Y1 = 39 .97 (23.13) + (0 .4 252 ($ 2 million) + (- 0 . 000516) (2,000) 
($220,000) 
+ (-O.l758 ) ($2 million) 
= 39 . 97 + 23 . 13 + 4.68 + (- 1.03) + (-1.32) = 65.43% 
In much the same manner, the propensity of the firm to sell outside 
of the local economy, or to bring new dollars into the area can be 
predicted by using equation Y3 as follows: 
y3 = 63 .42 + (-3.70) + (24.08) + (- 0.000339) (46,000) + (0.000839) 
(2,000) 
63.42 + (-3.70) + 24.08 + (-15.39) + 1 . 68 = 69.89% 
The propensity of the firm to consume outside of the local area 
is simply l = Y1 = l - 65.43% = 34.57%. Similarly, the propensity 
of the firm to sell locally is l- Y3 = 1- 69.89% = 30.11% . 
In this study, total sales may or may not be equal to total 
expenditures. Total expenditures are equal to total sales minus 
residual before taxes, plus capital outlays. If the assumption is made 
that propensity to distribute the residual before taxes is much the 
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s:1mt · n s the propcnsi ties to cons ume , then the pe rce ntage of new dol Iar s 
from oHLsfdt· s:Jlc· s wh -lc::h s t<~y i11 the lcH';J] ec onomy for :1t le:Jsl on e rotJnd 
of e xpenditures can be computed by multiplying Y1 times Y3 (65.43% x 
69.89 = 45.73%). In the same manner the percentage of local sales which 
will leak from the a r ea can be computed by mu l tiplying l - Y1 times l-Y 3 
(34.57% times 30.11% = 10 . 41%). All other sales dollars are either 
sales to the local area which are circulated back into the local economy 
for another round of expenditures, or are sales outside the local area 
which are then spen t on goods and services from outside the local 
economy . In this way , the ini tial impact of the manufacturing 
firm ' s sales dollars can be computed . 
AlL of the preceeding computations can a l s o be made to det e rmine 
the inital monetary impact of the individual firm on the state as a 
whole. Regression equations Y2 and Y4 would be used in measu r ing 
statewide impact . Using the same national food processing firm as an 
example, the propensity to consume in the state (Y2) would be computed 
as follows: 
Y2 = 77 . 46 + 14 . 23 + (- .3052) ($15o,ooo) + (-2 . 88) + c- .ooo546) ( $2 million) 
(2,000) 
77 . 46 + 14.23 + (-2 . 29) + (- 2.88) + (- 1 . 09) = 85 . 43% 
Propen sity to sell outside of Utah (Y4) would be measured in much the 
same way: 
y4 59 . 20 + (- 19.11) + 12 . 34 + ( . 00145) (2,000) 
59.20 + (- 19.11) + 12.34 + 2.90 = 55.65% 
These regr ession equations are not only applicable to new firms 
being considered for inclusion into the local economy . They ~an also 
be used to estimate the impact of already existing firms as well as 
changes in the size or economic makeup of the firm. 
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As with most studies, there are limitations that must be realized 
as one uses the data contained here . Although, the study indicates 
that there are few statistically sign i ficant differences between county 
groups, each local economic area or county has its particular character , 
which cannot be specifically measured in a study of this nature. The 
same applies to each individual firm. Although the average or typical 
firm from each manufacturing group was described, the individual firm 
may s igni ficantly differ from the group mean. 
Caution needs to be used in drawing hasty conclusions from this 
type of information, and from the regression equations . This t ype 
of analysis only provided evidence concerning the initial flow of 
money into the economy from manufacturing fi rms. It does not give 
multiplier type information r egarding how the money is cir culated 
through, and escapes from, the economy as a whole. However, it does 
provide local and regional rural Utah planning agencies with decision 
making helps which have not been r eadily available in the past. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Because the majority of Utah's manufacturing firms are located in 
the urban section of the state, statewide studies showing the monetary 
impact of manufacturing firms on Utah economies were felt to be inade-
quate when dealing with impacts on a rural Utah location. This study 
describes and predicts the primary monetary impacts of the different 
types of manufacturing firms on r ural Utah economies. 
Rural Utah manufacturing firms numbered 392 in 1973. Of these, 
197 were selected for survey. The survey was conducted on a rural, 
statewide basis. Eighty-eight usable responses were obtained. 
Wood produc ts was the only manufacturing group showing a decrease 
in the number of operating firms between 1959 and 1973. Those increasing 
most in number of firms were transportation equipment and textile 
manufacturers . 
There were four major changes in rural manufacturing activity 
showing up between 1959 and 1973. These were a decrease in wood pro-
ducts firms in the 1959- 1964 period, an increase in the sand and gravel 
industry between 1964 and 1968, a large increase in the textile industry 
between 1968 ~nd 1972, and an increase in the transportation equipment 
industry during 1972- 1973. The latter two changes in activity r eflect 
corresponding national trends in textiles and tran s portation equipment. 
Printing and publishing ,;as found to be the most stable industry 
by both methods of measurement used. Wood products was likewise found 
to be the least stable of the nine manufacturing groups. These measure-
ments were based on number of firms in operation . 
70 
Personal reasons were found to be the most important fac t or i n the 
location of rural Utah manufacturing Finns. Others , following in order 
of importa nce , were raw mater ials availability , proximit y to a market, 
labor s upply , land availability , community attitude, miscellaneous 
reasons , and available transportation. 
A f inancial desc r iption of each firm gr oup and county group was 
given by means of a mean group income statement . This showed the average 
dollar amount of sales, and expenditures , and the percentage of these 
sales and expenditures which were made locally, i n the rest of the 
s tat e , or out of state . The mean food products firm is the l a r gest type 
of fi rm in rura l Utah as measured by sales volume. Printing and pub-
lishing is on the average th e smallest type of manufac turing establishment. 
The wood products ind ustry spends the gr eatest percentage of its 
expendit ur es i n the eco nomy in which it is located (55.14 percent). This 
is due to the extensive us e of locally p r oduced raw agricultural products 
in production . Food produc t firms spend the second largest percentage 
locally , followed by sand , gravel, and stone products , printing and 
publishing, textile products , other manufacturing, chemicals and 
petroleum, machinery , and transportation equipment. 
Th e impacts which each manufactur ing group had on the economy dif-
fered significantly in almost all a r eas excepting percentage of wages 
a nd sala ries s pent locally. Most of the expenditure of wages a nd sala-
ries was made locally . 
Although there is a definite di ffe rence between t ype of manufac-
turing f irm, it can be concluded from the l ac k of statistical s i gni fi-
cance in the data, that the re is lit t le difference in the impact of 
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manufacturing as a whole on the different county groups . Thus, rural 
Utah, as defined in the study, can be looked on as homogeneous as to 
manufacturing impacts. This means that the results of this study can 
be applied with a good degree of accuracy anywhere in the rural part 
of Utah. 
Predictive and explanative equations were generated by a forward 
adding s t epwise regression method on the following fou r variables: 
1) Propensity to consume locally, 
2) Propensity t o consume in Utah, 
3) Propensity to sell outside of the local area, and 
4) Propensity t o sel l outside of Utah. 
From the results of the regression analyses , it is observed that 
sales volume has a negative impact on the propensities to cons ume , while 
it shows a positive relationship with both propensities to sell . As 
sales vo lume increases, the impact of sales on the propensities to sell 
and consume increases rapidly. 
Purchase of semi- finished materals is negatively related to the 
propensities to consume. This indicates that much of the semi- fini shed 
materials used in rural Utah manufac,uring come from outside of Utah. 
Wood products, food products, and sand and gravel p r oducts were 
the only firms to have positive B coeff icients in the equation pre-
dicting propensity to con s ume locally. All other types of firms had a 
negative effect on this propens ity. The relative magnitude of these 
effects was much the same as the results gener a t ed by the descriptive 
ana l ys i s of propensity to spend locally shown in Tables 11 th r ough 19. 
Ot her conclusions can be drawn from the results of t he regression 
analysis . They show that the gr eater the labor intensity of the firm , 
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the greater the propensity of that firm to consume locally. This is 
certainly logical, as most wages and salaries are spent locally. Firms 
based locally and statewide have a positive impact on propensity to 
consume while regional and national based firms have a negative impact 
on the same variables. 
As the population of the county in which the firm is located 
increases, the propensity of that firm to sell outside of the local 
economy decreases. This is due to a larger local market for the product 
produced by the firm. 
Firms which are individual proprietorships and partnerships have 
a negative impact on outside sales, while corporations have a substantial 
positive impact. It can be concluded from these results that individual 
proprietorships and partnerships are, for the most part, locally based 
firms set up to satisfy a local market . On the other hand, many corpor-
ations are established because of local production advantages to service 
a wider market. These results are also reflective of the fact that most 
of the large (sales volume) rural Utah manufacturing firms are corpor-
ations . 
An example is given to show how these regression equations are used 
to determine the primary dollar impacts of a manufacturing firm on a 
rural Utah economy, and also on the state as a whole. 
The information presented in this study deals only with primary 
monetary impacts, factors of location , and type, location, and number of 
fi rms in rural Utah . It is somewhat limited in that it says little about 
the secondary monetary impacts which a firm has on a local rural Utah 
economy . It also says little concerning the firms' work force 
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description or the impact on the work force of the local economy. These 
are topics for future study . 
The information does provide rural Utah planners with a basis for 
decisions concerning manufacturing firms in, or to be located in, their 
area. It provides descriptive in fo rmation on rural Utah manufacturing 
as well as easy to use predictors of the primary monetary impact s of 
manufacturing firms . 
1. Bradley, rver 
Output Study : 
Revenue. The 
of Utah, Salt 
74 
LITERATURE CITED 
E., John H. Short, and Fredric R. Kolb. Utah Input-
Projections of Income, Employment, Output, and 
Bureau of Economic and Business Research. University 
Lake City, Utah. January, 1970. 
2. The Bureau of Economic and Business Research. Does It Pay to 
Support a Utah-Based Industry? A report prepared for the Utah 
Manufacturers' Association. College of Business, University of 
Utah , Salt Lake City, Utah. October, 1960. 
3 . Christiansen, John R. , Sheridan Maitland, and John W. Payne . 
Industrialization and Rural Life in Two Rural Utah Counties. Utah 
Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 416, Utah State University , 
Logan, Utah. 1959. 
4. Four Corners Agriculture and Forestry Development Study. The Role 
of Employment and Income Multipliers in Selecting Agricultural 
Development Opportunities for the Four Corners Region. Report 
No. 7 to Four Corners Regional Commission, New Mexico State 
University. May, 1971. 
5 . Guedry, L. J. and Thomas H. Klindt. The Structure of Rural Economies. 
Louisiana Rural Economist. Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana. May , 1973. 
6. Hachman, Frank C. Small Area Forecasting Evaluation Model. 
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Utah, Sal t 
Lake City , Utah. October, 1974. 
7. Hoover, Edgar M. An Introduction to Regional Economics. Alfred A. 
Knopf, Inc ., New York. 1971. 
8. McArthur, J'Wayne and Robert 0. Coppedge. Employment Impacts of 
Industrial Development. Utah Economic and Business Review, 
University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah. February, 1969. 
9. Shively, Robert W. Decision Making for Locating Industry. From 
Rural Industrialization: Problems and Potential. Iowa State 
University Press, Ames, Iowa. 1974. 
10. Soria, Jose Isaac Torrico. Economic Analysis of Cache County, Utah: 
An Input-Output Approach. M.S. Thesis, Department of Economics , 
Utah State University, Logan, Utah. 1973. 
LITERATURE CITED (Continued) 
11 . Utah Department of Employment Security. Directory of Utah 
Manufacturers. Directory published on a bi-yearly basis in 
cooperation with Utah Industrial Promotion Division, Salt Lake 
City, Utah. 1959, 1963-64, 1967- 68, 1971-72, 1973-74. 
75 
12 . Williams , Reed E. The Public and Private Business Profile of 
Cache County . Unpublished M.S . Thesis Department of Agricultural 
Economics , Utah State University, Logan, Utah. 1970. 
76 
APPENDIXES 
APPENDIX A 
Manufacturing Firm Questionnaire 
and 
Letters 
77 
78 
CONFIDENTIAL Schedule Numb e r ____________ __ 
Date ______________________ __ 
Impact of Manufacturing Firms on Rural Utah 
Utah State University 
Manufacturing Firm Questionnaire 
Name of firm~---------------------------------------------------------------
Address _______________________________________ Telephone number ______________ __ 
Respondant·-------------------------------------------------------------------
A. Fi rm Ty pe 
1 . SIC code classification. ______________________________ ___ 
2. Location by county --~~~=---=-----~~--~--~-------
3. Individual proprie torship a; Partnership a; Co r poration D 
4. Local a; State a; Reg i onal D; National D. 
5 . Whe n was firm established at this location? 
(year) 
6. Major produc ts produce d by firm? 
7. What types of raw mat e rials are required in production? -------------
8. What type of semi- finishe d products are r equired in product ion ? 
B. Factors of Location 
What are the three major factors that influence d this firm to locate here ? 
Possible choices: Fill in 1,2,3 in the appropriate spac e 
1. Land availability 
2. Labor advantages 
3 . Proximity to raw material supply 
4. Proximity to market 
5. Commun i t y attitude 
6 . Available transportation 
7. Personal reasons; chance 
8. Misc. (Explain) 
C. Cos ts a nd Expenditures 
In this section we are interested in determining the allocation of thi s 
firm's expenditures in 1973. Several sec t ors are liste d in which your 
firm may have made expenditures . We would like to know th e number of 
dollars or percentage of total sales a llocated to each sector. Further-
more, we would like to know what portion of the expenditures in each 
sector were in this county, t his state, and out-of-s tate. 
1. Total s ales 
a) Cost of goods sold 
1) Raw agricultura l products 
2) Semi-finished agri. produc t s 
3) Natural raw materials 
4) Semi-finished raw materials 
5) Other 
Total CGS 
2) Opera ting expenses 
a) Salaries and wages 
b) Rent or lease 
c) Advertising 
d) Utilities 
e) Janitorial, maintenance, 
and repairs 
f) Automotive ~reight cos t s , 
service , & tra v e l expense) 
g) Legal, auditing, outside 
accounting 
h) Insurance (Agent) 
i) Charitable contributions 
j) Interest expense 
k) Depreciation expense 
1) Government property tax 
fees, etc. 
Total Operating Expense 
3. Residual before income taxes 
4. Current capital outlay 
a) Principal repayment 
b) Automotive (purchase) 
c) Cons truction 
d) Plant equipment 
e) Land 
Total ceo 
D. Labor Force Information 
$ value 
or 
:z of 
sales 
% % 
within within 
county state 
out-of-
state 
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1. Number employed when the firm was first established here --------------
2. Number employed in 1959 1964 1968 ___ _ 
1972 • 1973 ----
3. Did the local labor force meet your firm's r equirements when first 
established here? yes D no D 
4. Make up of labor force When established 1973 
% Local % % Local % 
a) Managerial 
b) Technical 
c) Skilled 
d) Semi-skilled 
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5. What was the ave rage wage rate for 
When established 1973 
a) Managerial 
b) Technica l 
c) Skilled 
d) Semi-skilled 
6. Total payroll of firm in: 1959 ______ __ 1964 ----- 1968 -----
1972 , 1973 -----
DrP/\IHMFNT Or 
f C()N() MI CS 
UMC J~ 
Dear Sir: 
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UT A H STAlE UNIVERSI T Y L OG AN UTAH 8 43 72 
COLLEGE OF AGAI CUL TUA E 
COLLEGE OF BUSIN ESS 
You r firm along with several others in Utah has been selec ted 
fo r s tudy as part of the state-wide investigation into the i mpacts of 
manufacturing firms on rural Utah economies. 
This st udy which is being conducted by Utah State University is 
concerned with identifying and meas ur ing the monetary and employment 
baRe impacts that the different types of manuf acturing firms have on 
rural Utah. We feel that the r esults of this study will be important, 
and of interest for such groups as local chambers of commerce , industrial 
promotion groups and manufacture rs such as yourself. 
In order to get the information which is so vitally needed for this 
project we would like to request from you , a personal interview o f about 
3D-45 minutes in length. This interview would deal with information about 
your firm. We will be coming t o your area within the next 10 days, and 
we would appreciate it very much if we could call on you concerning this 
matter. 
It should be noted that a ny information which you choose to give 
us will be held in the utmost confidence. Special care will be taken 
to i nsure that at no time during the course of the study, or in the 
publication of the-results, will information concerning a ny individual 
firm be disclosed . The findings of the study will be made available 
to you when i t is completed. 
We are looking forward to seeing you in the near future. We hope 
that you will be able to help us in this project. 
RC:prm 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Rondo Christensen 
Department of Economics 
Utah State University 
"IH 0: t<Ali_ .. O A V 
u._vnvt. v o< t~LI•"'''" ' 
F.::.:;;,','•"o 
WARD C C A"LI!iL.E 
~.;","',;~<"" 
~' .em• 
!:::::·::::~:~:· 
£5 C. TAYLOR 
" 1L.U AM WON .. ACOTT 
RA A J "' HB(.ot'; 
I s;~:~::"-a::_: .. ~ <JY'" 
GENERAl OfFICES KEARN S BUILOIHG 
5ALTlAKECJTY , UTAH 84101 
Ju I y 26, I 97 4 
Dear Ut ah Manufacturer: 
This wi II identify a representative of the Utah State 
University Economic s Department, supervised by Or. Rondo A 
Christensen. 
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Or. Christensen i s presentl y engaged in a study which 
hopes to s how the impact of ma~ufacturing firms uf r ura l Utah . 
we have examined t he quest i anna ire th at is to be use d i n 
this st udy and feel that the information sought by thi s quest ion-
naire wi I I benefit the manufacturing community in some of the work 
we wi I I be doing at the Utah Manufacturers. 
It i s our desire that you wi II welcome thi s Utah State 
Univers ity representative and an swe r as nearly as you can th e 
ques tionnaire which he wi I I pres ent. 
REH/j 
Sinc erely, 
UTAH M~NUFACTURERS ASSOCIAT ION 
2_~--i.Jt J I lf..__k ' Ro~ert E. Hall~- \ 
Executive Vice Pr esident'>' 
APPENDIX B 
Two Digit Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) 
for Manufacturing Firms 
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SIC Number (SIC Stan dard Industrial Code) 
19. Ordinance 
20. Food and kindred products 
21 . Tobacco manufacturers 
22 . Textile mill products 
23. Apparel and o t her finished products made from fabrics and 
similar mate rials 
24 . Lumber and wood produc ts 
25. Furniture a nd fixtures 
26. Paper and allied produc t s 
27. Printing, publishing, and allied i ndust ri es 
28. Chemicals and allied produc t s 
29 . Petroleum r efining a nd r elated i ndus tries 
30 . Rubber and miscellaneous pl astics pr oducts 
31 . Leather a nd l ea ther products 
32 . Stone, clay , g l ass , and concrete products 
33. Primary metal industries 
34. Fabricated me t al products, excep t machinery and transportation 
e quipmen t 
35 . Machinery, except e letrical 
36. Electrical and e lectronic ma chinery eq uipment, and s upplies 
37. Transportation equipment 
38 . Measuring, analyz ing , and cont rolling inst ruments; photographic, 
medical and optical goo ds; watches and c locks 
39 . Miscellaneous manufac tur i ng industries 
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APPENDIX C 
Showing Number of Manufac~uring Firms 
and In-:-Out Migration 
of Firms by C~~ 
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Table 33. Numbe r of Ut a h manu fac t uring fi rms s t arting business and leav i ng bus i ness 
( i n- out migr at i on) , by two di g it Standard Indu s tria l Code (S I C) and by 
county , 1959-1964 , 1964-1968 , 1968-1972, 1972-1973. 
Number of 
Number of Number firms operating 
SIC firms 195~-196\ 1964-1968 1968-1972 1972-1973 of firms continuously 
County Code 1959 Add Drop Add Drop Add Drop Add Drop 1973 1959-1973 
l}eaver (01) 20 4 2 2 
23 0 1 2 
-
3 
27 2 
- - 2 
.E - ...!. ....::. 
-
...!. -
-
...1 
Total 
Box Elder (02) 20 13 3 2 3 4 1 3 1 12 
22 1 
- - -
1 
23 2 4 1 5 
24 
25 
27 
28 
30 
32 3 2 
34 1 
35 
- 1 1 1 
-
1 l~ 36 2 1 1 
37 1 1 1 1 2 
38 1 1 
11 ...!. ...!. ...!....!. - ...!. ...!. ...!. 
Total 15 25 5 2 14 5 7 9 3 5 33 20 
Cache (.03) 19 1 1 
20 24 3 3 4 3 J 3 4 2 27 15 
22 2 1 1 1 
23 1 
- - -
1 1 
24 5 2 4 1 1 4 1 1 1 6 1 
25 2 
-
1 1 1 3 1 
"" cr-
Table 33 . ( continued) 
Number of 
Number of Number firms operating 
SIC firms 195~-196\ 1964-1968 1968-1972 1972-1973 of firms continuously 
County Code 1959 Add Drop Add Drop Add Drop Add Drop. 1973 1959-1973 
Cache ( continued) 26 1 0 0 
27 6 1 2 2 2 1 10 5 
30 0 1 1 1 1 0 
32 3 2 1 1 1 4 2 
35 1 3 1 1 2 1 3 0 
36 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 0 
37 1 1 2 1 2 2 3 0 
38 0 2 
-
2 1 1 0 
~ _Q __!_ __!_ 2 _Q 
Total 15 47 9 10 16 9 14 12 15 5 65 26 
Carbon (04) 20 6 
23 0 1 1 0 
24 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 
27 1 1 2 1 
28 1 
-
1 1 
32 5 1 2 2 - 2 1 3 1 
33 2 1 1 1 1 1 
34 0 1 
- -
1 0 
35 1 
-
1 1 1 0 
36 0 1 1 0 0 
l!. _Q 
--
- __!_ __!_ _Q 
Total 11 19 4 6 2 6 4 2 5 2 18 
Dagget (OS) I'!. --'! _Q --'! 
--= --= 
-
_Q _Q 
Total 
':3 
Table 33. (continued) 
Number of 
SIC firms 195~-1964b 1964-1968 
County Code 1959 Add Drop Add Drop 
Davis (06) 19 0 2 c 1 
20 15 1 4 4 3 
23 0 
-
24 2 3 4 3 
25 2 1 
-
26 0 1 
27 3 1 
-
2 
28 1 1 1 1 
29 7 3 2 
30 0 2 
-. 
31 0 2 
32 1 
-
4 
33 1 
-
1 
34 1 6 
35 2 4 2 5 2 
36 1 1 1 
37 3 4 1 3 2 
38 0 
12. _!_ _1_ _1__1_ 
Total 40 21 11 38 14 
Duchesne (07) 19 
20 
24 
25 
27 
29 
1968-1972 1972-1973 
Add Drop Add Drop 
1 1 
-
4 
-
2 
-
1 1 
7 3 3 3 
1 1 
1 1 
6 1 2 4 
2 
2 1 1 
-
2 2 
-
1 
1 
2 1 
- -
2 2 2 
2 2 2 
1 1 
3 2 1 1 
1 0 
_!__1_ _!_ 
31 21 18 14 
Number 
of firms 
1973 
3 
9 
2 
10 
5 
1 
9 
2 
10 
1 
1 
2 
0 
9 
9 
3 
8 
1 
.1. 
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Number of 
firms operating 
continuously 
1959-1973 
0 
5 
0 
2 
2 
0 
2 
0 
4 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
_!_ 
18 
00 
00 
Table 33. (continued) 
County 
SIC 
Code 
Duchesne (contin- 32 
uc d) 34 
Total 
Et:!.cry (OS) 
Total 
Garfield (09) 
Total 
Grand (10) 
Total 
12. 
20 
23 
24 
27 
28 
37 
12. 
20 
23 
24 
B. 
20 
24 
27 
28 
32 
35 
12. 
Nurr.b er of 
firms 
1939 
0 
0 
__!_ 
13 
0 
0 
_2_ 
1 
0 
10 
_2_ 
11 
1 
0 
0 
1 
_2_ 
1959- 1964. 
Ac! d:l Drop0 
__!_ 
__!_ 
1964-1968 
Add Drop 
1 
__!_ 
1968-1972 
Add Dro p 
__!_ 
1972- 1973 
Add Dro p 
__?. 
Nur.tbe r 
of fir r.~s 
1973 
1 
_2_ 
16 
3 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
_2_ 
5 
__!_ 
2 
0 
__?. 
10 
Ku~~e r of 
firt".S O?C !" OI :i:lb 
ccr. ti:'.. ' :c t: s.:. y 
19 59 - : 973 
0 
_2_ 
2 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
_2_ 
1 
0 
3 
_2_ 
0 
0 
0 
_2_ 
"' 
"' 
"' 
"' 
Table 33. (cont i nued) 
Nu!nbcr of 
SIC fir ns 193~-1964b 1964- 1968 
County Code 1959 Add Drop Add Drop 
1 ron (11) 20 7 2 1 1 1 
23 0 1 
24 7 2 4 4 1 
25 0 
27 2 1 
28 0 1 1 
32 3 2 
35 1 
12. _l _l 
Total 9 21 5 7 8 3-
Juab (12) 20 
23 0 
24 0 
27 1 
30 1 
37 0 1 
-
22. _Q. 
TotRl 7 7 2 1 0 0 
Kane (13) 23 0 
24 3 1 1 2 
27 1 
.B. _Q. 
Total 
1968-1972 1972-19 73 
Add Dr op Add Drop 
1 1 1 1 
1 
1 2 1 
1 
1 
1 1 
1 
_l_ 
3 3 6 3 
1 
-
__!_ 
1 1 3 0 
1 
1 1 1 
-'--
Number 
of firms 
19 73 
8 
2 
6 
1 
2 
0 
5 
2 
_l 
27 
1 
1 
2 
__!_ 
11 
1 
0 
1 
_l_ 
!\u~bcr o f 
fin:>s o pe rn:{P.g 
c onti:1uous!. y 
1959-19 73 
5 
0 
2 
0 
1 
0 
3 
1 
_Q 
12 
1 
1 
0 
_Q. 
0 
0 
1 
_Q. 
"' 0 
Table 33. ( continued) 
N:.m he r of . 
Number of ~U!rbc :: firns ope rcn: ing 
SIC firms 195~-1964b 1964-1968 1968- 1972 19 72- 1973 of firms continuously 
County Code 1959 Add Drop A':Jd Drop Add Drop Add Drop 1973 1959-1973 
Millard (14) 20 4 3 1 2 2 1 1 6 2 
23 0 3 1 4 0 
24 1 1 1 1 0 0 
25 0 1 l 0 
27 2 2 2 
32 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 
33 0 1 1 0 
E __Q ...l ...l __Q 
Total 9 9 5 4 2 2 8 3 3 1 17 
Morgan (lS) 20 l l 0 0 
24 1 1 1 1 0 
27 1 l l 
30 0 1 1 2 0 
32 1 1 2 1 
35 0 1 
-
1 0 0 
~ __Q 
-
- ...l ...l __Q 
Total 
Piute (16) 23 0 1 1 0 
24 1 1 0 0 
25 0 1 1 0 0 
28 1 1 0 0 
E __Q ...l ...l __Q 
Total 
Rich (17) 20 1 1 1 1 0 
~ ..3. ...l...l __Q __Q 
To tal 
~ 
Table 33. (continue d) 
Nu~ber of 
Number of Ku:nbe r fir:::" cperati:'!.g 
SIC finns 195~-196t.b 1964- 1968 19 68- 1972 1972-1973 of fir::-.s CC"n:'!.n~.;C'usly 
County Code 1959 Add Drop Add Dro p Add Dr o p Adl Drop 1973 19)9- 1'?73 
Salt Lake (19) 20 116 16 22 21 27 l7 20 8 5 1 01~ 58 
22 2 2 1 1 0 
23 19 8 5 5 5 8 3 15 1 41 11 
2t. 33 15 8 13 18 6 l3 15 5 38 9 
25 25 6 5 8 3 12 6 12 :; 4t. 1 7 
26 
" 
5 2 2 3 1 1 8 1 
27 82 29 16 16 18 30 17 2t. 10 12 0 55 
28 31 10 8 8 ll 9 9 6 7 29 12 
29 3 1 1 2 1 
" 
2 
30 9 2 2 7 1 17 2 15 9 36 7 
31 1 1' 1 1 0 
32 L.3 15 1L. 10 ll 19 7 2 7 50 21 
33 15 4 6 2 2 6 2 2 1 18 8 
34 59 18 1L. 3t. 20 18 17 1L. 7 85 27 
35 39 19 ll 24 12 35 16 17 ll St. 19 
36 1t. 7 6 17 9 l3 7 10 5 34 
37 9 7 3 l3 
" 
23 7 6 12 32 
38 ll 2 4 10 2 15 8 9 5 28 4 
39 29 16 9 16 12 22 ll 12 10 53 17 
l?. _l_ __]_ 
-
__]_ __l__ __]_ __§_ _l_ 
Tota l 20 5t.6 181 138 207 159 25 /1 145 171 101 816 280 
San Juan (20) 20 
" 
1 1 1 1 
" 
2 
2" 5 3 
" 
3 2 3 1 1 0 
27 1 1 1 
28 0 1 1 0 0 
32 1 2 1 2 0 
35 1 1 1 
36 0 1 1 0 
12. _Q_ __]__ __]_ _Q_ _Q_ 
Total 8 12 4 5 7 3 l 4 l 3 10 
"' N 
Ta bl<e 33. ( cont i nued) 
Number of 
SIC firms 193~- 1964b 1964- 1968 
Coun t y Code 1959 Add Drop Add Drop 
Sanpete (21) 2l ll 
23 2 4 1 
24 8 1 2 4 2 
27 2 
32 1 2 
34 0 1 
37 2 1 2 1 
l'!_ _Q 
Total 8 26 6 7 9 6 
Sevier (22) 20 ll 4 1 1 
23 0 1 1 
24 5 4 1 
27 2 
28 1 1 
31 0 
32 4 1 1 1 
1.?_ 
....!. ....!. 
Total 8 24 7 6 2 3 
Summit (23) 20 3 1 
24 10 2 4 1 2 
32 0 1 
34 0 
35 1 
l'!_ _Q 
....!. ....!. 
Total 6 14 3 4 3 3 
1968- 1972 1972-1973 
Add Drop Add Drop 
1 1 1 
4 1 1 
1 1 
2 1 1 
3 1 4 1 
....!. ....!. 
7 8 7 5 
1 2 
1 2 
2 
1 
1 1 1 
....!. 
7 1 1 4 
1 1 1 
1 
1 2 
1 
1 
3 2 4 0 
Number 
of firms 
1973 
4 
5 
2 
3 
1 
7 
_Q 
29 
12 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
6 
....!. 
27 
5 
8 
4 
1 
0 
_Q 
18 
Nu~b~ r of 
firr:: ~ op t>rating 
cont inuC'u sly 
19S 9-1973 
1 
3 
2 
0 
0 
0 
_Q 
11 
8 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
3 
_Q 
14 
2 
5 
0 
0 
0 
_Q 
"' w 
Table 33. (continued) 
};u~ber of 
Number of Nu;:;~er fir;,z opcrz.ti:tg 
SIC firms 195~-1964b 1964- 1968 1968- 1972 1972- 1973 of fin:~s continuousl)' 
County Cod<! 1959 Ad d Drop Add Drop Add Drop Add Drop 1973 1959-1?73 
Tooe l e (24) 20 0 1 1 0 
24 1 1 1 1 0 
25 0 1 1 0 0 
27 1 1 2 1 
28 6 1 1 1 1 8 5 
32 2 1 1 '• 2 
33 2 1 1 0 0 
34 0 1 1 1 1 0 
35 0 1 1 0 0 
]2_ __! __! _ __! __! __! 
Total 10 13 1 2 4 2 4 1 4 3 18 
Uintah (25) 20 3 1 1 3 3 
23 0 1 1 0 
24 ll 2 4 1 5 2 2 2 7 3 
25 0 1 1 0 
27 1 1 1 
28 0 1 1 0 0 
29 1 1 0 0 
31 2 1 1 1 3 1 
32 1 1 0 0 
35 0 1 1 0 
]2_ _Q_ __! __! _Q_ _Q_ 
l'otal ll 19 4 6 2 G 6 2 3 1 17 
Utah ( 26) 20 36 5 6 7 9 2 4 4 6 29 16 
23 4 2 1 3 1 7 2 9 2 19 2 
24 ll 1 4 3 1 3 4 2 3 8 5 
25 2 1 1 4 3 2 7 1 
27 11 4 2 3 2 4 3 2 17 8 
28 4 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 6 
"' ,. 
Tabl<.> 33. (continued) 
Number of 
SIC f irms 195~-1964b 1964- 1968 
County Code 1959 Ad d Drop Add Drop 
Utah (cant inued ) 29 1 1 1 
30 0 
Jl 0 1 
32 21 2 2 2 5 
33 5 
34 7 J 3 5 2 
35 1 1 1 
36 0 l l 
37 3 2 3 3 
38 1 1 
~ _l 
--'- --'-
_]__1 
To tal 17 110 25 24 39 25 
Wasatch ( 27) 20 2 1 
23 0 1 
24 6 2 4 1 
27 1 
32 0 1 1 
22. _Q 
--'- --'-
Total 
Wa s hington (28) 20 
23 
24 
27 
29 
31 
32 
1958-1972 1972- 1973 
Add Drop Add Oro? 
3 2 
1 1 
2 1 1 1 
1 1 
7 1 4 1 
7 l 2 1 
7 3 3 
4 l 2 3 
1 1 
_ 8_ ..!! 
-2-..1. 
62 23 42 29 
1 
1 1 1 
Number 
of firms 
1973 
1 
1 
1 
19 
7 
19 
10 
9 
7 
2 
ll 
177 
0 
1 
3 
1 
l 
_Q 
Nunher of 
fi rms Oj)erating 
cont ~.nuously 
19S'! - iSI73 
15 
5 
l 
0 
0 
1 
__!. 
52 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
_Q 
"' l..n
..;; 
TabU .J3. (continued ) 
Nu~ber of 
SIC fin"l.S 195~-1964b 1964- 1968 
Co1..a1ty Code 1959 Add Drop Add Drop 
Wa s hington 34 0 
( con tinued ) 35 0 1 
37 0 1 
12. ...2. 
-
..1. 
Total 11 10 4 4 3 1 
Wayne (29) 20 1 
~ _!._ ..1.2 
Total 
Weber (30) 20 56 11 16 8 12 
22 2 1 
23 4 1 4 1 
24 10 2 5 1 2 
25 1 1 1 1 
27 14 1 1 1 
28 1 1 2 
30 1 1 
31 1 1 1 
32 1 2 1 3 3 4 
33 1 1 
34 9 4 2 
35 2 1 4 2 
36 2 1 1 
37 3 2 2 2 
38 0 
12. __3_ .2 ..1. ..1.2 
To t al 17 12 2 27 31 27 31 
1968-1972 1972-1973 
Add Drop Add Drop 
1 1 1 
..1. 
7 1 12 3 
..1. 
1 11 4 3 
- -
1 1 
3 4 1 
2 2 
5 2 3 
1 1 
1 
1 
4 2 2 
1 
4 1 2 
4 3 2 3 
2 1 
2 2 
1 
.2..1. 2 
32 23 21 13 
Xu:nb e r 
of fi-rms 
1973 
1 
1 
1 
...2. 
27 
1 
_!._ 
38 
1 
8 
12 
0 
21 
2 
1 
0 
13 
1 
12 
5 
3 
5 
1 
__..§. 
131 
!\u~ -be r o: 
!ir:':"ls ope ra:in~ 
contim:c~.,.:sly 
19 59-1973 
0 
G 
0 
...2. 
1 
..1. 
24 
1 
3 
5 
0 
1 2 
0 
0 
0 
5 
0 
7 
1 
0 
1 
0 
__l 
61 
"' 
"' 
97 
i\PPE DIX D 
Factors of Loca tion by 
Trpe of Firm and County 
Table 34 . Factors of location of rural Utah manufacturing firms by type of firm , 1974. 
Food 
products 
Textile 
fims 
Numher of firms listing facto r as 1st, 2nd, and 3rd by type of firm3 
Wood 
products 
Rock 
products Publishing 
Tr ansporta-
tion equip-
_Machiner y 
Other man u-
Chemi ca ls fa c turirl g 
----
Total Fa ctors 
of 
loca tion lst 2nd Jrd 1st 2nd Jrd ls t 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd lsc 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd Jrd 1st 2nd 3rd lst 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd J rd 1st "2nd 3rd 
Land 
Labor 
Row materials 
~Iar:.-.et 
C':lrr:=:un i ty 
attitude 
Trans.?ortation 
Perswn.:J.l 
!1.isc.:! llaneous 
TC'::a!. 14 13 12 13 13 15 14 11 11 10 
3 1s t • most ic-.?Ortar.t fac tor; 2nd '"" 2nd most i mportant factor; and 3rd = 3rd most i mportan t factor of location 
11 10 
1 10 8 13 
2 10 18 
33 
9 22 12 
8 13 
1 34 13 
14 
12 12 6 100 96 70 
"" :):> 
Table 35. Factors of location of rura l Utah manufac curing firms by county groups, 1974 
Number of firms listing fa c tor as 1st, 2nd, and 3rd by county group 
Bear River Uintah Basin Southeaste rn Southwestern Rural Urban Cent-ral Total 
Factors 
of 
location 1st 2nd 3rcl' 1st 2nd 3rd 1st · 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd 1s t 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 
Land ? 1 6 
' ' 
l /_ 1 5 3 3 10 
Labor 3 4 3 , 7 
10 
Raw materials 11 2 2 • 
, 
33 
Prox i mity to 
~rket 3 10 
. 0 < 5 4 3 3 9 
Commu:-~i t y 
a t:ti t ude 
Trans porta-
tlOr:. 
Pe :rsona l 
reasons ll 
11 4 I 34 
Miscel l an-
evus 
r.:: aso:1s 
l 3 5 1 0 
Tot al 30 29 27 9 R 
' 
a . 0 13 13 7 14 14 11 25 24 14 100 
a 
1st = ~fast important factor on locating the firm; 2nd = second mos t important factor; 3rd = third most i mpo rtant f<tctor. 
8 
18 
22 
13 
14 
96 
3rd 
13 
12 
13 
70 
'"' 
'"' 
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